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Clnr: of the ntost controversial issue: facinq the juvenile justjce systent
today i: the nroblert of the statrr:; offcrrder. Trad"itionali;r thcsc .juvenile:,
who have not broken any 1avis, have been processed throuqh the juven'i1e justice
system in much the sanre r,iay as crjniinal offenders. The generally acceoted defi-
n'itjon of a status offense is any offense that vrould not be criminal if cornrnitted
by a person who has atta'ined a certain age. This age varies from 14 to 2I,
depending on the indjvidual state larvs. In South Caroljna juveniles, or minors,
are defined by latv as youth who are under seventeen years of age. However, no
juveniles under ten years of age may be committed to the Department of Youth
Serv i ces .
The trend jn recent years 'in the field of juvenile delinquency prevention
and rehabilitatjon apparently has been to remove status offenders from the
juven'i1e justice system. In 1967, the United I'lat'ions Congress on the Prevention
of Crime issued a statement of principle on juvenile delinquency: "The mean'ing
of the term juvenile delinquency should be restricted as far as possible to
violations of the criminal law. Juven'iles should not be orosecuted for m'inor
irregularjties or rna'ladjusted behavjor and shou'ld not be prosecuted for behavior
which, jf exhibited by adults, tvould not be a matter of leqal concern." A
number of states have passed legislation which bars the comnitment of status
offenders to state juvenile delinquency institutions. The National Advisory
Comnjssjon on Crinrinal Justjce Standards and Goals has urged each state to
prohib j t tlte conrnj tntent of these youngsters to del i nquenc.y 'inst j tut jons.
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The movernent to limit the abjlity of the juvenile court to comm'it status
offenders to instjtutions rece'ived supnort in 1974 from the Unjted States
t'-otrqress. The Dcrssdqe of the Juvenjle Del inquenc.y Just'ice and Prevent'ion Act
Itas qiven'incentive to states vrho do not alread.y hdvo such leqislative provi-
sions to begin developing netr/ programs and alternat'ives to the processinq of
status offenders in the juvenile justice system.
Not all authoritjes, hovrever, agree that the removal of status offenses
from the jurisdict'ion of the courts vrould be jn the best jnterests of the child.
Those who favor retaining status offenders in the juvenile justice system point
to the fact that there are few alternatives for aiding runaways and jncorrigibles
who need he1p. Since there are so few other facjlities for treat'ing these
children, authorjties suggest that status offenders may be better off in insti-
tut'ions than out on thei r or^/n
The problem of the status offender has been one of great concern to the
S. C. Department of Youth Services for many years. Th'is agency has attenrpted
to provide serv'ices to assist courts and law enforcement in finding alternatjves
to incarcerat'ion such as foster placement and Youth Bureau counselinq for the
greater percentage of status offenders. The tr'lo recept'ion and eval uation
centers operated by the agency have been instrumental jn djvertjng status
offenders from our operating facilities.
South Caroljna statutes governing delinquency state that no juven'ile can
be commjtted to the Department of Youth Services on a permanent basis wlthout
first having been temporarily conrn'itted to one of the trvo diagnostic centers
for evaluation. The |.ljlliant J. Goldsmith Recept'ion and Evaluation Center, a
resjdential facjlity, is located jn Columbia and the non-resjdentjal facil'ity,
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Section II presents statistical and demographic data based on a 10% random
sampling of the two segnrents of the committed population, both criminal and
status, in the two diagnostic centers and four operating facilities during
Lg7?-1974. This data has been analyzed in an attempt to develop an understanding
of the differences in general characteristics of the status and criminal offenders
cormitte4 to the facilities of the Department of Youth Services.
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INTRODUCT ION
An important aspect that cannot be overlooked in the comparison study of
status and criminal offenders,as jndjcated by the Department of Youth Serv'ices
commitment statistics, is the analysjs of these various commjtments in terms of
county and juvenile population ratios as well as differences attnibutable to
the presence of a Family Court System. Many factors are to be considered'in
thi s analysi s , i nc1 udi ng :
Are the juvenile populations proportionately equal to the
total popu'lation in al I of the counties?
In relationship to the size of the juvenile population,
are some counties committing proport'ionately more or fewer
children than others?
Are there significant differences 'in the R&E comm'itments
only as compared to the school comm'itments between the
counti es ?
Is there a large difference in the percentage of status
offenders committed 'in some counties when comoared to
criminal offenders?
Does the fact that a county has a Family court indicate
any significant differences in their commitment data?
Do those counties with Family courts show similarities
that do not occur in counties without Family Courts?
In South Carolina, at the present time, thirt.y (30) counties are involved
in 24 functioning Family Courts, w'ith three (:) aaAitional counties having re-
ceived approval recently to institute such a system. It is expected that with
the eventual emergence of a unified state court system which wjll, of course,
include Family Courts for each county, some of the disparities betrveen counties
in the treatment and processing of juveniles will be remedied.
-6-
Information for this section of the status and criminal offender study is 
based on a computer management report of the Department of Youth Services 
Division of Planning and Research, covering commitments over a 2-year period 
of fiscal years 1973 and 1974. In addition, population figures were utilized 
from the 1970 Census. Both segments of the committed population (criminal and 
status) vrere then analyzed by each type of commitment as well as a total base . 
Furthermore, those in final commitment were analyzed in proportion to their own 
population segment. Juvenile population figures were utilized to compare pro-
portionate rates of commitment for individual counties. 
The significance of the impact on commitments attributable to differences 
bewteen rural and urban county populations was not examined per se in this 
section of the study. It must be assumed, however, that counties with larger 
populations would be considered generally urban, although large rural areas do 
exist in such locales. 
ANALYZATION 
Table I examines those counties with Family Court Systems in comparison to 
their individual commitment data. It should be noted that four of these counties, 
Georgetown (an individual Family Court) and Barnwell-Bamberg-Allendale (a Tri-
County Family Court), have only recently been established; and, therefore, the 
commitment data examined partially covers the period of time when these counties 
did not have established Family Courts. 
The counties are listed in descending order of population size although 
this does not always reflect the corresponding size of the juvenile population. 
(Refer to Table IV for population ranks.) Proportionately, the range of juvenile 
population of these counties ranges from 18.7% of the total population in 
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Richland County to 25.9% in Georgetown, with an average juvenile population 
corresponding to 21% of the total population. 
In referring to the information regarding R&E commitments only, it should 
be noted that this data only reflects those children whose last source of com-
mitment, according to the data bank, was the Reception and Evaluation Center. 
In total numbers of children committed to R&E only, as would be expected, the 
counties with the largest juvenile population have committed the greatest number 
of children, although not necessarily in the same rank as their juvenile popula-
tion would indicate. It would be more pertinent, therefore, to consider the 
percentage of their juvenile population that these counties have committed to 
the Reception and Evaluation Center. According to these particular statistics, 
it will be noted that Colleton County, followed by Lancaster, Anderson, Saluda 
and McCormick have committed proportionately the largest numbers of children. 
Union, Bamberg, Greenville and Sumter have committed proportionately the least 
number of children in ratio to their juvenile populations. 
In examining the proportion of status to criminal offenders as committed to 
R&E only by the individual counties, there appears to be a large disparity among 
the various counties having little to do with size of juvenile population. For 
instance, Greenville committed very few status offenders in proportion to the 
number of criminal offenders, which corresponds fairly well to Richland County 
as well as Horry, Cherokee and Fairfield. In several counties, there was an 
equal or almost equal distribution between the percentages of status and criminal 
offenders committed such as noted in Spartanburg, Lexington, Beaufort, Greenwood 
and Chester. Some counties committed to the Reception and Evaluation Center a 
larger proportion of status offenders as compared to criminal offenders, such as 
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in A'iken,0conee and Colleton. 0n an overall base, the percentage of status
offenders conrnitted in relationship to all R&E commitments averaqed about 38%
and crim'inal offenders , 62%.
In analyzing school commjtments, jt js assumed that these chjldren have
already been to ejther the Receptjon and Evaluation Center or the Charleston
Center since by South Carolina larv, they could not be committed on a fjnal bas'is
without first being processed through a temporary commitment. It will be noted
also that the Charleston percentage figures for comm'itments in ratio to the
juveni'le population appear somewhat larger than the rest of the counties. This
probably is accounted for by the fact that many of these children went to the
Charleston Non-Residential R&E Center prior to commitment to a school. The
percentages of juvenile population committed by the individual countjes js
notably smaller than for R&E commitments, or an average of ,26% when compared to
the .39% overall percentage of the juvenile population committed to the Recep-
tion and Evaluatjon Center. Thjs pattern is also reflected by the indivjdual
county percentages of juvenile population committed to a school, rvith the
exception of Charleston, York, Greenwood, and Chester. These counties indicated
little disparity in the percentage of juven'i1e population committed to schools
as compared to the percentage of the juvenile population committed only to the
Reception and Eval uat'ion Center.
In examjning the percentages of status and criminal offenders comm'itted to
schools by the individual count'ies, it is apparent that on an overall base, the
counties are committing proport'ionately fewer status offenders than crjminal
offenders as evidenced by the overall conmjtment percentages of 25,'.1 for status
offenders and 75i6 for criminal offenders. This would indicate that these counties
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with Fami'ly Courts are uti'lizing the Reception and Evaluation Center as a
diagnost'ic tool jn far greater proportion than as a means of entry to a final
commitment to a correct'ional school . 0n an 'individual county base, the oer-
centages of crimjnal commjtmentsto the school far outvreiqh the percentages of
status offenders committed in every county. In some counties--Unjon, Bamberg,
Edgefield and Allendale--no status offenders \,/ere committed. In many other
counties, notably Greenville, Sumter, Cherokee, Kersharv, Georgetown, Chester
and Colleton, over 85% of the school commitments were for criminal offenses.
Although in no indivjdual county was the percentage of status offenders committed
higher than that of criminal offenders, several, such as Spartanburg, Greenwood
and McCormick, committed a proportionately notable percentage of status offenders.
It is'important to also compare the percentages of both status and criminal
offenders committed to schools in terms of the total number.of commitments who
are assumed to have gone through the Reception and Evaluation Center. It will
be noted that on a total base of all status offenders committed to the Reception
and Evaluation Center, 34% resulted 'in f inal comm'itment to a school , while 48%
of all criminal offenders have been committed. This would indicate that of all
children committed to the Reception and Evaluation Center during these two years,
or 2,811 commitments, 1223 or 43.5% were committed to schools.
In most counties, the percentages of criminal offenders committed finally
to a school far exceed the percentage of status offenders committed, with the
exception of Greenville, Richland, Florence, Horryr drd Laurens, where the propor-
tionate percentage of status offenders corrnitted'is higher than the corresponding
percentage of crjminal offenders conrn'itted. In several counties, the ratio js
about equal as in McCormick, Fairfield, Greenlood.
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In cons'iderjng the total number of comm'itments both to the Receptjon and
Evaluation Center and to schools, by the ind'ividual counties, it wjll be noted
that several counties have proportionately committed at some time a far larger
percentage of thejr juvenile population than have others irrespective of ral
number size of the juvenile population. Reference js directed in particular to
Charleston, Anderson, York, and especially Colleton. Several counties also
display a disproportionately smal1 percentaqe of juven'i1e population commjtted
on either base such as js noted in Bamberg, Sumter, and Florence. It would
appear from this data that size of the county, €jther on a total population.or
a juvenile populat'ion base, does not by itself contrjbute significantly to the
differences in ejther the percentages of chjldren committed to the Reception
and Evaluation Center or to a correctional school. It must be concluded, there-
fore, that the indjvidual Family Court system and characterist'ics of the county
itself play a far greater role jn determjning whether a juvenile'is comm'itted
under any conditions to the Department of Youth Services.
Refer to Table I
Table II exam'ines the sixteen counties wjthout Family Court systems in
relationship to commitment data and the juvenile oopulation over a 2-year period.
It will be noted that several counties with rather large populations are still
functioning without Famjly Courts, notably P'ickens, Berkeley and Darljngton.
However, at the same time, attention is directed to the fact that although
Berkeley County does not have a Family Court system, only the Probate Court jn
that county processes juveniles; therefore, for practical purposes, 'it functjons
as a Family Court. In these sixteen counties, the range of percentage of
juvenile population is from 18'/ in Pickens to 26.5% in Willianrsburg rvjth an
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average of 23.4% of juvenile population in these counties. It is interest'ing to
note that the average proportion of juvenile population in these counties js several
percentage points higher than in those count'ies with Family courts.
In exam'ining these counties' commjtments to the Reception and Evaluatjon
Center only, the percentage of juvenile population committed on a temporary basis
ranges fr.om a very 1ow .06% in Dillon to ,57% in Jasper. The largest percentages
of juvenile popuiation comm'itted are indicated in Pickens, Darlington, Chester-
field, and Jasper, with an overall percentage of .30% of the juvenile pooulation
conmitted for these sixteen counties.
In analyzing the distribution of status and criminal offenders committed to
the Recept'ion and Evaluation Center by counties'without Family Courts, it is
apparent that in most cases the percentage of crim'inal offenders committed is far
higher than that of status offenders. An exception js noted in Pickens County
where a total 59 commitments to R&E reveals a status offense percentage of 6I%
as opposed to a criminal percentage of 39%. Berkeley, Darfington and Abbeville
comnitted approximately an equal number of status and crimjnal offenders in their
R&E commitments. Several counties committed almost no status offenders as
evidenced by the comparatively high percentage of criminal offenses in R&E com-
mitments for Marion, Dil'lon, Marlboro, and Lee Counties. These sixteen counties
without Family Court Systems as a whole comnritted 351 cases to the Reception and
Evaluation Center of rvhich 208 or 59% were for crim'inal offenses and 143 or 4I%
were fon status offenses.
An examination of the school conrmitment data for these counties discloses
that the percentage of juvenile population committed by the jndivjdual countjes
as a whole js extrenrely small as js evidenced by the .15i.1 conrrnjtnrent fiqure.
-12-
In no indjvidual county was there a higher percentage of status commitments
than crimjnal commitments to the correctional schools, althouqh P'ickens, |.lj'lljams-
burg and Hampton Counties did commit a sizeable percentage of status offenders.
In general, however, the percentage of status offenders as compared to criminal
offenders was very small, and in some cases, was zero.
A comparison of the percentage of both status and crimjnal offenders in final
commitment to the correctjonal schools, based on all commjtments at some t'ime,
indicates that only in two counties--|,'l'ill'iamsburg and Marion--djd the percentage
of total status offenders committed exceed that for criminal offenders. In most
of the counties, the percentage of status offenders who underwent a final com-
m'itment to a school was very sma11. The data on the criminal offenders reveal
a somewhat h'igher figure. In several counties, notably Abbeville, Marlboro
and Dillon, the proportjon exceeds 50% of those children first committed on a
temporary commitment. 0n an overall base for these sixteen counties, the
percentage of status offenders who had ever been committed on a temporary basis
and were then committed to correct'ional schools totals approximately 20%, and
for crimjnal offenders, 39%. For all count'ies without Family Courts, it 'is evident
that of the 523 children who experienced any commitment over this trvo-year period
of time, 33% were final'ly committed to a correctjonal school. The hiqhest
percentages of juvenile population committed by a county for all commitments
is evidenced by Pickens, Darlington and Jasper.
Refer to Table II
Table III reflects the conunitment data for the entire state as a rvhole,
based on the informatjon in both Tables I and II. From these figures, it'is
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apparent that the percentage of juvenile popu'lation in comparison to the total
populatjon of South Carolina is 2I.5%. During the tr,ro-year time period con-
sidered, all counties committed an average of .35% of that juvenile populat'ion
to the R&E Center on'ly, .25% to the correctjonal schools, or a total of .60%
committed at sone time to the Deoartment of Youth Services.
0f those 1,939 cases committed to the R&E Center only during the Z-year
span, 38% were status and 62% crjminal offenders. The school commitments data
reflects a d'istribution of 25% status and 75% criminal offenders.
0f all 3,333 ch'ildren committed to the Department of Youth Services during
this time period, 32% of the status and 47% of the criminal offenders who went
to R&E were finally committed to a correctional'school, or a total fjnal commjt-
ment fi gure of 42%.
Refer to Table III
COMPAR I SON
A comparison of Tables I and II reflect a variety of pertinent data, tvhen
consideratjon'is given to the fact that the analysis is made in terms of per-
centages rather than raw figures. In the sixteen counties rvjthout Famjly Courts,
detailed in Table II, it'is apparent that the percentage of juvenile popula-
tion is higher than in those counties with Family Courts (23.4% as opposed
to 21 .Oti ) .
In considering R&E commitments only, jt will also be noted that the per-
centage of juvenile population as cornmitted by the counties rvithout Family
Courts is somewhat less proportionately than those committed by the counties
with Family Courts as detailed in Table I. Although the number of R&E conrnjt-
ments for the count'ies rv'ithout Family Courts is appreciably srnaller percentaqe
- 14-
wise than for those wjth the Family Court system, the former are committinq
slight'ly more status and fewer crimjnal offenders to the R&E Center.
In analyzing the school commjtment figures for both county cateqories, it
wjll be noted that the percentage of juvenile population actually committed to
a correct'ional school is almost twice as'large in those counties wjth Family
Courts as in those without them. 0n an overall base, the percentage of status
offenders committed to a school is also less'in those counties without a Familv
Court than those counties who do have such a system.
In considering a1l commitments in the two categories of status and crjminal
offenses, interest is directed to the fact that proportionateiy, only 20% of
status offenders who have ever been committed to the Reception and Evaluat'ion
Center are fjnally committed to a school in those counties without Family Courts,
as opposed to 34% for those who do have Family Courts. The percentage of criminal
offenders who are committed to a school'is also aDpreciably less as evidenced by
39% 1n counties without Family Courts and 48% jn those where the Family Court
system is prevalent. 0n a total base of the 522 children committed e'ither to
the Reception and Evaluation Center and/or to a school, orrly 33% or one-thjrd
(1/3) have been comm'itted to a school from the sixteen countjes w'ithout Family
Courts. The total number of comm'itments reflect .45% of the juvenj'le populat1on
of those counties. In counties with Family Courts,2,811 were commjtted at
some time wjth about 43.5% committed fjnally to a correct'ional school. The
percentage of juvenile popu'latjon committed on a total base for these count"ies
also reflects a much higher percentage (.Aly") than for the counties without
Fami ly Courts
TABLE IV
COUNTIES RAI.IK ORDER BY POPULATION
Total Populatjon
Charl es ton
Greenvi I I e
Ri chl and
Spa rtanb u rg
Anderson
Fl o rence
Ai ken
Sumter
Lex'ington
York
0rangeburg
Horry
Berkel ey
Darl i ngton
Pi ckens
Laurens
Greenwood
Beaufort
Lancaster
t^lilliamsburg
Georgetown
0conee
Kershaw
Dorches ter
Chesterfiel d
Dillon
Che ro kee
Mari on
Cl arendon
Col I eton
Chester
Ma rl boro
Union
Nelbemy
Lee
Fai rfi el d
Abbevi I I e
Barnwel I
Edgef i el d
Hampton
Bamberg
Sal uda
Jasper
Cal houn
Al I endal e
McCormi ck
Juvenile Populat'ion
Charl eston
Greenvi I I e
R'i ch I and
Spartanburq
Anderson
Ai ken
Fl o rence
Lex'ington
York
Sumter
Horry
0rangeburg
Pi ckens
Berkel e.y
Darl i ngton
Beaufort
Laurens
Greenwood
Lancaster
0conee
Cherokee
Kershaw
l.lilliamsburg
Chesterfield
Geo rgetown
Dorches te r
Mani on
Ches ter
Newberry
Uni on
Dillon
Col I eton
Ma rl bo ro
Cl a rendon
Abbeville
Fai rfi el d
Lee
Barnwel I
Bamberg
Hampton
Edqefi eld
Sal uda
Jas pe r
Cal houn
Allendale
McCormi ck
- 15-
The percentages in almost every category for the ent'ire state reflect a
close prox'imity to the find'ings revealed from those count'ies wjth Family
Courts. That would not be unexpected, based upon the larqe number of counties
in that classification (30) as well as the disproportionately larqe number of
youth represented in all commjtment figures (2,811 to 522).
SUMMARY
A cursory review of the data generated in these tables m'ight lead to the
impress'ion that juveniles who live in counties without Family Courts experience
less opportunity for commitment than those living in a county with the Fam'i1y
Court system, as evidenced by the lower commitment figures for those countjes.
However, one must also consider that the introduct'ion of a Family Court system
into a county also promotes more utjlizat'ion of that facility by law enforce-
ment agencies and the community'in general. As has been experienced at the
Reception and Evaluation Center, the mere establjshment of that facility en-
couraged more counties to commit larger percentages of their population than
noted previously.
It is further: evident that certain counties commit more children both on
a temporary base to the Reception and Evaluation Center and on a final comm'it-
ment base to a correctjonal school than other countjes with a comparable
juvenile popu'lation. It would be'invaljd to evaluate this data on a statistical
base only without further investjgat'inq the law enforcement statistics and the
court statistics from those counties to comoare their correlations.
The proportjons of status and crjminal offenders committed both to R&E
and to the schools also varjes individually by county. In general, however, -
status offenders are comrnitted to R&E at a hieher rate than to the schools.
-16-
From this report, it is apparent that neither the total or juvenile
population size of the county nor the prevalence of a Family Court system
are by themselves significant factors in the propensity for commitments of
juveniles, but rather individual factors that must be considered along with
other relevant information pertaining to that county's criminal justice system.
It does appear, however, that presently a juvenile experiences far 'less risk of
being cormitted to a school, generally, if he is a status offender and resides
in a fairly small county without a Family Court.
-L7 -
INTRODUCT i ON
This section presents an analysis of a samp'ling of the populatjon of the
two djagnostic centers and four operating fac'ilities covering commitments
during the two-year period from July 1, L972 to June 30, 1974. During that
period the total population of the four operating fac'il'ities and two diagnostic
centers was 3,580. 0f this total population, 1,210, or 33%, were found to
have been committed as status offenders. For the purooses of this study, the
definition of status offender given in the general introduction is further
refined to include only those juveniles who have never been committed to the
Department of Youth Services on criminal charges.
In addition to describing the different percentages of the two popula-
tions present in the facilities, this sect'ion of the study also provjdes an
analysis of demograph'ic information about the students in an effort to deter-
mine whether or not there are appreciable djfferences apparent betrveen the
background and development of status and criminal offenders. To make such a
detailed analysjs feasible, a I0% random sample of the two populatjons (crimj-
nal and status) was taken. A l0% sample, if randomly selected, would be
reflective of our total population and would insure accuracy to a .05 s'igni-
ficance level. Because the percentage of status offenders differed at each
facility, the sample was designed to reflect the 'individual population
vari ati ons .
The information presented in this study was based on the nrjcrofische data
bank of students of the agency. S'ince no'interviews were conducted either
with clients or personne'l in connection with this research, these findings
-18-
reflect only the official record of the offenses committed. In many instances
the offic'ial charge is not indicative of the actual case. The discretjonary
powers allocated to the judge in the juvenile justice system allow great
latitude in determining the charge for which a juvenile will be committed.
Sometimes, even though a criminal offense has been committed, the judge con-
siders commitment as a status offender to be in the best interests of the
child. Consequently, it cannot be assumed that al1 juven'iles committed as
status offenders have in fact been guilty of such an offense.
The analysis of this section is presented in six parts, by indivjdual
faci'lity. Uniform tables have been utilized for both status and criminal of-
fenders. Three of these tables requ'ire some additional explanation.
The family configuration tables analyze the family group in which the
child was living prior to commitment. Based on information. available from
our Personal Data forms, sjx family configuration categories were established.
The first of these, "Natural Parents," implies that the child is living with
both his biological parents. The second category pertains to a chi'ld living
on'ly with either his natural mother or his natural father. The third and fourth
categories refer to a two-parent family situation where one of the parents has
been added by a second marriage. The last two categories are for students
living in a family s'ituatjon without either biological parent.
The "Grade Placement" tables analyze the student's progress jn the pub'lic
school. The figures revealed in these tables were obtained by comparing the
child's age to the last grade completed as indicated on the student's record.
For examp'le, if the student's age js eleven, it js expected that he should
have cornp'leted at least the fifth grade, depending upon his birthdate.
- 19-
If his record indicates that he has only completed the third grade, then he
is charted on the "Grade Placement" table as being two grades below the ex-
pected level. No attempt uras made in this study to ascertain the functjonal
educational leve'l of the sample population.
In the tables analyzing the socio-economic distribution of the trvo popu-
lations, the section entitled "Home Location" is not based on any standardized
definition of urban, suburban, or rural. These statistics were taken from
the students'Family Data forms, and the category of location was decided by
social workers who were sometimes familiar with the particular areas. It must
be remembered, however, that the students in this population come from towns
of vary'ing sizes throughout the state; therefore, "urban" on this table could
signify that the child comes from a town of 1,000 or 100,000 people. These
variations apply to the rural and suburban categorjes as well.
_20-
blILLIAI,I J. GOLDSI',IITH RECEPTION AND EVALUATiON CENTER
The Department of Youth Serv'ices operates a resjdential reception and
evaluat'ion centerin Columbia. No juvenile ma.y be conrnitted to one of the
four operating fac'il'ities vrjthout being first sent to this center or to the
non-resjdential center jn Charleston for evaluation. Students may be comm'itted
to the Goldsmith Center by a court or referred by other state agencies or public
schools. The greater percentage of those students at the Columbia center,
however, are court commitments.
The students remain at the Goldsmith Center for a time period not to ex-
ceed 45 days. While at the Center, they receive the services of socjal workers,
psychologists, and medical personnel who work together to prepare the most
thorough evaluatjon and recommendations for the client. At the end of the
evaluation period, they are returned to the court or referril agency along
with the recommendatjons of the personnel of th'is Center.
The Goldsmith Center began operation'in 1969 and its population has'in-
creased stead'i1y since then. During the tlo-year period of this stud_v, I,847
clients were admjtted to this Center who vrere not subsequently committed to
one of the institutions. A breakdoln of the population at the Reception and
Evaluation Center for thjs two-year period shorvs that there were 730 status
offenders and 1,117 crjminal offenders. Our ten (10%) percent sample yielded
73 status offenders and 117 criminal offenders. For the purposes of thjs study,
only those students l{ere taken jn the random sampling who had no record of a
prior conmjtnent to the Center.
Table I analyzes the status offenders at the Reception and Evaluation
Center in terms of age, race, and six distributjon. Sjnce the Reception and
-2r-
Evaluation Center is a co-educatjonal fac'il jty, both sexes are represented 'in
all of these tables.
0f the status offenders committed to this Center, 25 or 34.2%, were white
females between the ages of 12 and 16. White males between the ages of 11 and
16 comprise the second most populous group. 0nly 15.I% of the status offenders
were black males, and 20.6% vlere black females. The largest age group in the
population of the Center vrere the fifteen year" o'lds, with 22 students or 30.2%
of the total in this age bracket. The second largest group were the sixteen
year olds, who accounted for 27.4% of the total. Only 10,9% of the students
sent to the Reception and Evaluation Center as status offenders were under
thirteen years of age.
Refer to Table I
In Table II, the age, race and sex distribution of criminal offenders'is
analyzed. The largest group of status offenders were white females, whereas
black males are predom'inant among the criminal offenders. A total of 55 students
or 47% of the sample population of criminal offenders were black males betleen
the ages of 10 and 16. As with the status offenders, the second largest grouo
of criminal offenders were white males between the ages of 12 and 16. In thjs
group were 49 students or 41.91'j of the total population. l,lh'ite females accounted
for only 6.8iJ of the sample of criminal offenders, while black females tvere even
less numerous representing only 4.3iJ of the total. Again, as with the status
offenders, fifteen and sjxteen year olds accounted for the largest portion,
65.9%, of the total population.
Refer to Table II
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Table III analyzes the status offenders by age and the four major status
offenses. Runaways appear to account for the greatest percentage of status
offenders at the Reception and Evaluation Center. This is to be expected sjnce
the largest number of status offenders at the Center are white females. Other
research findings have indicated that the majority of runaways are white females.
Truancy accounted for 35.6% of the total sample population. A slightly smaller
percentage of the students were cornmitted as incorrigibles, and only one (1)
for violation of curfew.
Truancy seems to occur more frequently in the l4-year-old age group. Twenty-
six (26) students were committed for truancy, 1.0 of whom were fourteen years old.
The most populous age group for both runaways and incorrigibles were fifteen and
si xteen.
Refer to Table III
The age and offense distrjbution for the criminal offenders is analyzed in
Table IV. A wide range of criminal offenses is represented in the sample popula-
tion of the Reception and Evaluat'ion Center. The largest number of students
considered as criminal offenders,37 of the total of 117, or 31.6%, was com-
mitted on larceny charges. The next most frequently occurring offense h,as
breaking and entering with fourteen students, or LI.9%, of the population com-
mitted on that charge. Drug abuse and auto theft accounted for thirteen (13)
students each.
This table indicates that the majority of criminal offenders are between
the ages of fourteen and sixteen. 0f the total samp'le population,82.2% tall
within that age range.
Refer to Table IV
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Table V analyzes the race, sex, and offense distribution of the status of-
fenders. As noted previously, the majority of the runaways were wh'ite females.
0f the total 27 runaways, 11 were white females and 10 were white males. The
majority of the students cornmitted for incorrigibility were black females, and
white males were committed more often for truancy than were any others.
Refer to Table V
In Table VI, the race, sex, and offense distribution of criminal offenders
is examined. This analysis reveals that the majority of those students charged
with larceny were black males. Seventeen (17) of the 37 students were black
males, and 14 were white males. It is interesting to note that wh'ile there
were 11 white males and 2 white females conmitted on charges of drug abuse,
no black males or females were committed on this charge. Statistics show
that most iuvenile offenders tend to conrnit crimes against property more often
than crimes against persons. The data on those students considered as criminal
offenders at the Recept'ion and Evaluation Center appears to corroborate this
finding. 0n1y 13.8% of the total sample population were involved in crimes
aga'inst persons, such as assault, manslaughter and sex offenses.
Refer to Table VI
The ana'lysis of the family configuration shown in Table VII reveals that
the large majority of status offenders came from family units in which either
both or at least one of the natural parents was present. However, only 27
students, or 37% of the total sample population, were living with both natural
parents at the time of commitment, and an additional 30 students, or 41.ltX of
the population, were'living with one of their natural parents. More students
were living with relatjves or in foster homes than were in family un'its rvith
one natural parent and a stepparent.
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This table suggests that more white students,70.3%, than black students,
29 .7%, r.rere 1 i vi ng r^r j th the j r natural parents. Tr,.r'ice as rnany bl ack students
were I i vi ng wi th re1 ati ves as r{ere vrh j te students , but there tvere more rvh j te
students living in a guard'ian or foster home environment.
Refer to Table VII
Table VIII reflects a somewhat different pattern in l'iving arrangements for
criminal offenders. Eighty'eight (BB%) percent of the crim'inal offenders,as
compared to 70.3% of the status offenders, were living with one or more of their
natural parents. The majority of criminal offenders,45.3%, were living with
both natural parents, and 42.7% were living with one natural parent prior to
commi tment.
This data reflects a reverse of racial distribution than that of status of-
(28) students or 52.8% of the sample I jving with naturalfenders. Twenty-eight
parents were bl ack as compared to 47% who vrere white.
Refer to Table VIII
Table IX analyzes the grade placement of the status offenders. It is in-
teresting to note that of the status offenders at the Reception and Evaluation
Center,69.9% were at their normal grade level or just one grade belolv. 0f the
remaining 30.lid, the majority were only two grades belorv their normal grade level.
No status offenders at the Reception and Evaluation Center were found to be more
than four grades below their normal grade level. This fjnding is a bit surprising
in view of the fact that 70.5% of the status offenders were runaways and truants.
The survey revealed that black females were the lowest achievers grade wise
of any segment of the status offender populatjon at the Reception and Evalua-
tion Center. 0n'ly 20% of the black fenrale status offenders in the sample
population had been placed at their normal grade level , wh'ile 36.3'11 of the
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black males,40% of the white females, and 45.4% of the white males were at
thejr normal grade level.
Refer to Table IX
The grade placement of the criminal offenders is analyzed in Table X and
reflects some interesting differences from that of status offenders. A larger
percentage of the students,58 or 49.6% of the total of 117, considered as
criminal offenders had been placed at the normal grade level. A small per-
centage of criminal offenders , 2.6% of the total, were more than four grades
below their normal grade level.
Interestingly enough, 100% of the black female criminal offenders wene at
their normal grade level prior to corrnifirent. Only 50% of the white females,
36% of the white males, and 48% of the black males u,ere at their normal grade
level. Those students who were two grades below their normal grade level ac-
counted for the next largest portion of the population. In this group were 26
students or 22.2% of the population. Each of the race/sex categories, with the
exception of black females, was represented in this group, the majorjty of them
being white males.
Refer to Table X
Table XI ana'lyzes the socjoeconomic environment of the status offenders,
including economic status, home location, and welfare status. More than one-
half (t1), or 52.1% of the total sample, came from families rvhose annual jnconre
was between $5,000 and $10,000. The other 48% indicates an even distribut'ion,
with 24.7% coming from families with incomes under $5,000, and 23.3i( from farnil'ies
whose annual income was over $10,000. More white females were fronr the higher
income bracket than were anv other.
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Although many of the students were from urban areas, little difference
was noted in the distribut'ion of students between urban and rural areas. 0f the
73 students,29 were from urban and 28 from rural areas. 0nly 16 were from sub-
urban areas. Few of the status offenders, only 11%,were from fam'ilies rvho re-
ceived wel fare assistance.
Refer to Table XI
Table XII analyzes for the criminal offenders the same three aspects of
socioeconomic data as in Table XI. The pattern reflected among the status of-
fenders is repeated among the criminal offenders at the Reception and Evaluation
Center, though there were slightly fewer students from the higher income bracket.
A greater number of criminal offenders,43.6%, were from families whose annual
income was between $5,000 and $10,000a 29.1% were fnom families wjth annual in-
comes of less than $5,000; and 27.4% were from families with more than $10,000.
An unusual and interesting finding is revealed in the analysis of the horne
location of the criminal offenders. An equal number, 45 or 38.5%, were from
urban and suburban areas, while only 27 or 23% were from rural areas.
l'lelfare recipients were more frequent among the families of criminal offenders
than among the status offenders at the Reception and Evaluation Centers. Non-
recipients accounted for 77.8% of the total population, while recipients com-
prised 22.2% of the population. Families of black males constituted the
majority of recipients.
Refer to Table XII
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SUMMARY
The majority of those juveniles admitted to the Reception and Evaluation
Center during th'is two-year period vrere criminal offenders. 0f the 1,847 stu-
dents admitted,1,117 or 60.5% were considered as criminal offenders, and 730 or
39.5% as status offenders.
Status offenders tended to be predominantly white,64.3%, and female, 54.8%.
Their average age was 14.5. 0n1y slightly mone than one-third (1/3),37%, had
been placed at their normal grade level.
Criminal offenders, on the other hand, appeared to be fairly evenly divided
between black and white at the Reception and Evaluation Center. However, there
were sl'ightly fewer whites, 48.7%, than blacks , 5!.3%, in this population
sample. Males far outnumbered females among the criminal offenders, accounting
for 88.9% of the sample. The average age for criminal offehders was 14.7,
quite similar to that of status offenders. Criminal offenders wene found to be
at their normal grade level more often than status offenders.
Larceny was the charge on rvhich the greatest number of criminal offenders
were committed. More than a fourth,28.6%, were admitted on thjs charge. Among
the status offenders running away was the most frequently occurring offense
with 37% of the status offenders hav'ing been committed on th'is charge.
Criminal offenders tended to come from homes in which both parents were
present more often than did status offenders. Forty-five'(45%) percent of
the criminal offenders had been living rvith both parents prior to conrmitment
whereas only 37'),1 of the status offenders cane from a sinrilar sjtuation.
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CHARLESTON NOI,I-RESIDTIITIAL DIAGNOSTIC CENTTR
The Charleston I'lon-Residential Diagnostic Center, which opened in llovernber
of L971, js the facility operated by the Charleston Youth Bureau. Although
the commitment ratjo is not as heavily skewed here as at the t^l'illjam J. Gold-
smjth Center jn Columbja, the Charleston Center also accepts both comm'itments
from the Courts and referrals from other agencies.
During the trvo-year period 1973-74 there were 719 admissions to the
Charleston Center who were not subsequently committed to an institution. 0f
this total number 444 or 62% vtere commitments from the Family Court while 275
or 38% were referrals from other agencies, 'indicating a commitment-referral
ratjo of 3-2. For the purposes of thjs studyr only the 44 commitments will
be considered. 0f these,288 or 65% were criminal offenders while 156 or 35gl
were status offenders. This study reflects a 10% random sample consjstinq of
16 status and 29 criminal offenders.
Table XIII analyzes the status offenders sampled jn terms of age, race,
and sex. The average age of the youth committed for status offenses was 13.5.
Ages 14 and 15 accounted for 50% of the sampled status oopulatjon. Eleven
(11) or 69% of the status offenders committed were rvhite while 5 or 31ii rvere
black. Males accounted for 56ii of the whites and 20% of the blacks, rvhile
females accounted for 44% of the whites and 80% of the black status offenders.
0f the 16 status offenders sampled, 9 or 5616 were females, while 7 or 44ij rvere
males.
Refer to Tabl e XI I I
Table XIV analyzes the criminal offenders in terms of age, race, and sex.
The average age for the crjminal offenders sanrpled was 14.0. Aqe 16 alone
accounted for 38'i of the crinrjnal offenders. The average age of crirnjnal of-
fenders was 3:l higher than that of the status offenders sarrrnled.
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Nine (9) or 3l'l of the total crimjnal offenders sampled vrere vrhite, r,rhile
20 or 69% were black. This r,rhite-black ratjo is diametrically opposed to that
of the status offenders. All of the urhjte crjminal offenders were male, r.rhile
85% of the black criminals were male and L5% were females.
0f the criminal offenders sampled,26 or 90% were male while 3 or 102 were
females. Note that as criminal offenders males are cornmitted at a much hiqher
rate than they are as status offenders.
Refer to Table XIV
The age and offense of status offenders are ana'lyzed in Table XV. Eight
(8) or 50% of the status offenders were categorized as incorrigible. 0f these
8,4 or 50% were 15 and 16 year olds. Five (5) or 3L.2% of the status offenders
were runaways, and 3 or 18.8% were truants. Sixty (60%) percent of the runar{ays
were fifteen year olds, and 67% of the truants were 13 and 14 year olds.
Refer to Table XV
Table XVi analyzes criminal offenders in terms of age and offense. Breaking
and entering accounted for 8 or 27.6% of the criminal offenders. Eleven (11)
and 12 year olds alone accounted for 62.5% of the total committed for this
offense. Larceny was the next most committed offense, with 7 or 24.116 followed
by assault with 4 or 13.8%. 0f the total number committed for larceny, 57% were
15 and 16 year olds. Sixteen year olds alone accounted for 75% of the total
committed for assault.
Refer to Table XVI
In Table XVII, the race, sex and offense of status offenders is examined.
As noted from previous tables,69% of the status offenders were white. It is
also apparent from this sample category that in each offense, whites constituted
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the majority. 0f the total number of jncorrigibles, 62.52 were whjte. Fifty
(50%) percent of the incorrigibles were males and 50% were females. Eighty
(80%) percent of the runaways were white. Females accounted for 80% of the
5 runaways. For truancy, whjte males constituted the majority.
Refer to Table XVII
Table XVIII examjnes criminal offenders jn terms of race, sex and offense.
It was found that 69% of the criminal offenders were black. In exam'ining each
offense separately, it was found that in every category except auto theft blacks
constituted the majority of the sample. 0f those charged with criminal offenses,
blacks accounted for 75% of the breaking and entering, TL% of the larceny, and
75% of the assault. Sixty-seven (67%) percent of those charged with auto theft
were wh'ites.
Refer to Table XVIII
The family configurat'ion of status offenders is examined in Table XIX. The
majority of the status offenders committed to the Charleston Center, 10 or 62.5%,
were living with both natural parents while 5, or 3t.?%, were living with one
parent and 1, or 6.2%, was living with other relatives. 0f the total living
wjth their natural parents, T or 70% were wh'ite while 3, or 30%, were black.
Three (3), or 60%, of the status offenders living with one parent were whjte
while 2 or 40% were black.
Refer to Table XIX
Table XX examines the family configuration of criminal offenders. Fourteen
(14) or 48.3% of the criminal offenders were living with both natural parents,
while 15 or 5L.7% have some other family arrangement. Nine (9) or 31li were
living with one parent, while 1 or 3.4% lived with his mother and stepfather,
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and 5 o? 17.3T, lived with relatives. Note that a smaller percenta-ce of criminal
offenders lived with their natural parents than did status offenders. 0f the
total criminal offenders 1iv'ing with the'ir natural parents, B or 57'il, vere black
whi'le 6 or 43% were white. For those urjth other fam'i1y arrangements, 12 or 80%
of the criminal offenders were black, while 3 or 20% vtere white.
Refer to Table XX
Table XXI reflects the grade placement of status offenders. Seven (7) or
43,8% of the status offenders were in their normal grade level, while 9 or 56%
were be'low their normal grade level. 0f the status offenders in normal grade
level, 4 or 57% were white wh'ile 3, or 43%, were black. 0f the status offenders
below their normal grade level, T or 78%were white while 2, or 22%, were black.
Refer to Table XXl
In Table XXII, the grade placements of the criminal offenders is analyzed.
Two (2), or 6,9%, of the criminal offenders were in the normal grade level
while 27 or 93.1% were belorv their normal grade leve'|. It is important to
note the extreme disparity in grade placement between status and criminal of-
fenders.
Refer to Table XXII
Table XXIII analyzes status offenders in terms of the'ir socioeconontic
environment. Six (6) or :Z.6it of the status offenders came from farnil jes rv'ith
incomes between $5,000 and $10,000 annually. Five (5) or 3L.2% came from
families with incomes of less than $5,000 and over $10,000. As may we]'l be
expected, the preponderance of whites in the upper income level exceeds the
proportionate whi te/black ratio.
W/t4 % .Wlt % Bll4 Y" .BlF % Totals %
I'latural Parents
One Parent
l''lother/Stepfather
Fa the r/Stepmother
Rel ati ves
42.9/"
22.2y"
20.0%
s0.0%
66.7%
100.0%
60.0%
7.1%
tt.L%
20.0%
L4 48.37"
9 3L.0%
t 3.4%
0
5 t7.3%
Total s 9 31.0% 0 7 58.6% 3 10.3% 29
Charleston Youth Bureau
Table XX
Criminal Offenders
Family Configuration
100.0%
Total s 37.6%
Charleston Youth Bureau
Tabl e XXI
Status Offenders
Grade Placement
3t.2% 6.2% 25.0% 16 100.0u
l/fi{ % 
.w/F % .B/14 % BlF % Totals %
l{ormal Grade Level
One Grade Bel ow
Trvo Grades Below
Three Grades Below
Four Grades Below
More Than Four Grades
Bel orv
28.6%
20.0%
66.7%
100.0%
0
28.6%
60.0%
0
0
I 33.3%
0
0
0
3 42.8%
| 20.0%
0
0
0
0
43.8%
31.2%
L8.8%
6.2%
Charleston Youth Bureau
Tabl e XXI I
Criminal Offenders
Grade Placement
% wlF /" ol % tal s 7"
i'lormal Grade Level
One Grade Bel ow
Two Grades Below
Three Grades Below
Four Grades Belovr
More Than Four Grades
Bel ow
0
4 28.6%
4 66.7%
I 14.3/.
0
0
0
0
0'
0
0
0
2
7
2
6
0
0
r00.0%
50.0%
33. 3%
85.7%
0
3 2L.4%
0
0
0
0
2
14
6
7
6.9'-4
48.3%
20.7%
24.L%
0
Total s 9 3t.0% 0 t7 58.6% 3 L0.4% 29 100.02
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Nine (9) or 56.2% of the status offenders lived in suburban areas, vrhile
6 or 37.6% ljved in urban, and I or 6.2% lived in rural areas. Note that all
suburban residents are vrhite.
Twelve (12) or 75% of the status offenders l./ere not receiving !,le1fare
assistance, while 4 or 25% were. 0f the 11 whites in the samp'le, only 1 r.ras
receiving Welfare assistance while of the 5 blacks, 3 were receiving ass'istance.
Refer to Table XXIII
The socioeconomic environment of the criminal offenders is analyzed in
Table XXIV. Fifteen (15) or 51..8% of the criminal offenders lived in famjlies
with incomes under $5,000.7 or 24.1% within incomes between $5,000 and $10,000,
and the same number with incomes over $10,000. .0f the criminal offenders sanoled,
17 or 58.6% were from families who were receiving Welfare assistance, while 12 or
41.4% were not.
Note that the income in the homes of criminal offenders is much lourer than
that in the homes of the status offenders. A majority of criminal offenders,
16 or 55.2%, lived in urban areas while 3 or 10?6 lived in rural , and 10 or 34.5it
lived in suburban areas. 0n the other hand, most of the status offenders com-
mitted to the Center lived in the suburbs
Refer to Table XXIV
In Table XXV, prior commitments of the status offenders sampled are examjned.
Only I or 6.2i(' of the status offenders had been previously committed, rvhile 15 or
93.8:'( had not.
Refer to Table XXV
Charleston Youth Bureau
Table XXIII
Status Offenders
Socioeconomic Envi ronment
wltq % W/F % BlM % BlF % Totals ?t
Econonic Status
Under S5,000
s5,000 - s10,000
Over 510,000
Tota I s
Hone Location
Urban
Rural
Suburban
Total s
Hel fare Status
yes
lto
Total s
1
3
2
6
16.7%
50.0%
33.3%
t00.0%
1
0
5
6
16.7%
83.3%
n0.0%
L 16.7%5 83.3%
6 100.0%
1
2
2
5
20.0%
40.0%
40.0%
100.0%
1
0
4
5
20.0%
80.0%
n0.0%
0
5
5
100.0%
t00.0%
1
0
0
1
100.0%
100 0%
1
0
0
1
100 0%
100.0%
1
0
1
100.0%
L00.0%
2
1
I
4
50.0%
25.0%
25.0%
t00.0%
3
I
0
4
75.0%
25.0%
100.0%
2
2
4
50.0%
50.0%
100.0%
5
6
5
6
31.27"
37.6'r
31.2/"
100.02
6
I
9
6
37.6%
6.2%
56.2%
L00.0/"
4
12
16
25.0'/"
75.0't
100.02
Charleston Youth Bureau
Table XXIV
Crimi nal Offenders
Socioeconomi c Envi ronment
vt/t! % wlF % B/t4 % BlF % otals
Econori'ic Status
Under 55,000
s5,000 - 510,000
Over 5 10,000
Total s
Honre Locati on
Urban
Rural
Suburban
Tota I s
l.jel fare Status
Yes
No
Total s
2 22.2%3 33.3%4 44.5%
9 100.0%
0
0
9
9
100.0%
rc}.0%
2
7
9
22.2%
77 .B%
100.0%'
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
11
3
3
L7
64.8%
17.6%
L7.6%
100.0%
L4
2
1
L7
82.4%
tr.8%
5.8%
rc}.0%
13
4
L7
76.5%
23.5%
100.0%
2
1
0
3
66.7%
33.3%
i00.0)r
2
1
0
3
66.7%
33.3%
r00.0%
2
I
3
66.7%
33.3%
100.0%
15
7
7
29
5t.8"1
24.l"t
24.t't
n0.0'i
16
3
10
29
55.2%
10.3'l
34.s'-t
t00.0%
L7
12
29
58.67,
4t.4%
100.0%
Charleston Youth Bureau
Tabl e XXV
Status 0ffenders
Prior Commitments
Tota I s
Prior Commitment
yes
No
Total s
Prior 0ffense
0
6
6
0
0
0
100.0%
0
5
5
0
0
0
100.0%
0
1
1
100.0%
25.0%
75.0%
100.0%
1
3
4
1
0
0
I
15
16
I
0
0
6.2%
93.8%
Violation of Curfel
I ncorrj gi bl e
Runaway
0
0
0
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Table XXVI examines prior commjtments of crirn'inal offenders. Five (5) or
t7.2% of the crimjna'l offenders had had prior commitments, whi 1e 24 or gZ.B/,
had not. 0f those r,rith prior commitments, 3 or 601,, had been committed as un_
governable, while I or 20% had been commjtted for breaking ancl enter.ing, and
the same number had been committed for larceny. Note that more crimjnal of-
fenders had prior commjtrnents as compared to status offenders.
Refer to Table XXVI
SUMMARY
This study reflects some important findings on the commitments to the
Charleston Youth Bureau. It should be noted that although the Charleston
Youth Bureau handled more status offenders than criminal offenders during this
two-year period, the commjtment population contained a greater number of criminal
offenders, 65%, than status offenders. The data indicates that whitsaccounted
for the majority of the status offenders,6g%, while blacks accounted for the
same percentage, 69%, of the crjminal offenders. These majorities rvere also
true for each offense.
In terms of sex, females accounted for 56% of the status offenders and for
only 10% of the crirninal offenders. Hence, males appear to be involved nrore
often than females in the more serious crimes. An examination of the family
configuration reveals that npre status offenders, 62.s%, live with both natural
parents while a smaller percentage,48.3%, of the cr:iminal offenders live rvjth
both natural parents.
The grade placernent levels of crinrina'l offenders tended to be below norrrnl
I
I
level more often than those of status offenders; 93.1:'1 of the criminal offenders i
Charleston Youth Bureau
Tabl e XXVI
Criminal 0ffenders
Prior Commitment
%wlttt % % Btt{t % BtF tals fl
Prior Commi tment
Yes
fto
Total s
Prior 0ffense
Incorri gi bl e
Breaking & Entering
Larceny
0
9 100.0%
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
5
t2
t7
29.4%
70.6%
3 60.0%| ?0.0%| 20.0%
0
3 100.0%
0
0
0
5
24
17.2%
82.8%
3
1
I
60.0%
?0.0%
20.0%
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had been placed below their normal grade level, while 56% of the status offenders
were below their normal grade level. It was also found that the economic leve'l
of criminal offenders was much lower than that of status offenders. Fifty-two
(52%) percent of the criminal offenders came from families with incomes under
$5,000, while 31% of the status offenders were from families in the same income
bracket. 
. 
More criminal offenders, 58.6%, were recipients of l.lelfare assistance
than were status offenders , 25%.
-35_
WILLOhl LANE SCHOOL
Willow Lane School is located on Broad Rjver Road in Columb'ia. Although
it 'is primarily a g'irls' school , a small number of male students are ass jqned
there. Durjng the tr,ro-year oeriod covered by this study, the total populatjon
for the school was 330. The daily populatjon for this facility in 1972-74
averaged 125. The ten (10%) percent random sampling taken from Wjllow Lane
for this study was composed of 21 status offenders and 12 criminal offenders.
A number of reasons account for the large difference between status and
criminal offenders in this'inst'itution. Traditionally, Family Courts have
sentenced females as status offenders more often than males. The rat'ionaliza-
t'ion seems to be that these girls need supervision and since there are fevr
alternatives available, they are institutionalized. The girls usually have
shorter sentences than boys, however, so the population turnoveris more fre-
quent.
Table XXVII provides an analysis of the status offenders by age, race,
and sex. The larger proportion of the status offenders fall in the 14-year-o1d
age bracket, 80% of whom are black females. Ten (10) students or 47.6i( of the
status offenders were fourteen years of age. An add'itional 23.8% were fifteen,
and 14.3% were jn both the s'ixteen-and thirteen-year-old age group.
The race and sex distribution for the status offenders at W'illow Lane shorvs
that the greater number of them are black females. A total of twelve (12)
students or 57.1% of the sample b/ere black females, while 8 students or 38.1lJ,
were white females, and 1 student or 4.8% of the sample was a rvhite male. The
samp'le revealed no black male status offenders at Willow Lane School.
Refer to Table XXVII
Willow Lane School
Table XXVI I
Status 0ffenders
Age, Race, and Sex Distribution
Total s 4.8% 8 38. 1% 57.r% 2L 100.02
Aqe l{lq 'I NIF X Bll4 X BIF t Totals I
13
14
15
16
t0.0%
66.7%
t0.0%
60.0%'
66.7%
33. 3%
80.0%
40.0%
33.3%
3 t4.37
10 47 .67,
5 ?3.87,
3 L4.3'.i
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Table XXVIII analyzes the criminal offenders confjned at t.Jillow Lane durjnq
this tvro-year period jn terms of age, race and sex. t,lhjle the crimjnal of-
fenders'sample was almost evenly distributed as to age, there were more in
the fifteen-year-old age bracket than any of the others. Four (4) students
or 33.32 were fifteen years of age, and there were 3 students each jn the
fourteen- and sixteen-year-old categories. The youngest age group represented
in the sample were thirteen years old. This group contained 2 students or
L6.7% of the sample.
As with the status offenders, the crimjnal offender distribution shor.ts
that the greater number of students at Wjllow Lane ane black females. In the
sample taken for this study, T students or 58.3% of the total were black fe-
males committed for crimjnal offenses. l^lhite females accounted for 16.7%,
and rvhite males for 8.3%. The sample revealed that there were 2 black males.
Refer to Table XXVIiI
Status offenders are analyzed by age and offense in Table XXIX. Runaways
accounted for the largest number of students committed to Willow Lane for
status offenses. A total of 9 students or 43% were committed on th'is offense.
This finding coinc'ides with the trend observed at the Reception and Evaluation
Center.where the majority of female status offenders were found to be runar./ays.
An additional 8 students or 38iJ r{ere committed as incorrigibles, and 4 students
or 19% for truancy. The age distributjon shows that the greatest number of
runaways,4 of the 9, fell in the fourteen-year-old age bracket rvhjle the
greatest number of the incorrigibles,4 of the 8, nrere fifteen years old.
Refer to Table XXIX
Wi l l or'r Lane School
Table XXVIII
Criminal 0ffenders
Age, Race, and Sex Distribution
e l.Ul,f UIF X Bll4 t BIF 7 Total s Z
13
14
15
16
25.0%
50.0%
33.3%
50.0%
25.0%
100.0%
s0.0%
66.7%
16.7%
?5.07"
33,3',/"
25.0'I
Total s l 8.3% 2 t6.7% ? t6.7% 7 58.3% t2 100.0u
13
14
15
16
Total s 38.0%
t^li I I ow Lane School
Table XXIX
Status 0ffenders
Age and 0ffense Distribution
43.0% 19.0%
3 t4.37,
l0 47 .67"
5 ?3.8i1
3 14.3%
L00.0%
33.3%
30.0%
84.0%
| 33.3%
4 40.0%
t 20.0it
3 100.0%
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The criminal offenders are analyzed by age and offense in Table XXX. There
were seven criminal offenses represented in the samnle taken from the hj.illow
Lane population. Four (4) of the 12 students 'in thjs samnle, 33.4% of the total,
were committed for larceny. This also reflects the trend observed jn the Re-
ception and Evaluation Center population urhere the majority of criminal offenders
were committed for larceny.
Assault accounted for 2, or 15.7%, of the siudents as did breaking and
entering. The remaining four offenses, auto theft, burglary, possess'ion of
weapons, and robbery, u,ere represented by one (1) student each or 8.3% of the
popul ati on.
Refer to Tabl e XXX
Table XXXI analyzes the status offenders in terms of race, sex, and offense.
As noted earlier, the random samp'ling revealed that the greater number of stu-
dents confined at l,lillow Lane are black females. 0f this group, 6 or 50lj lvere
committed as incorrigibles, 4 ot' 33.3% as runaways, and 2 or L7.7% as truants.
The distribution by offenses for white females reveals that the greater nurnber
of this group, 5 or 62.5%, rvere committed as runarvays whjle only Z or 25;j rvere
committed as incorrig'ible, and i or 12.5% as truants. This figure 'is in keep.ing
with the findings indicated in ttvo studies of runar{ay juveniies in South Caroljna
conducted by this division. Both these studies revealed that the majorit.v of
runal{ays are white females. National surveys have also indicated a similar
trend. The one (1) white male revealed by the sample as a status offender at
Willol Lane was committed as a truant.
Refer to Table XXXI
Aoe 13
l,li I I ow Lane School
Tabl e XXX
Criminal 0ffenders
Age and 0ffense Distribution
Aqe 14
-_ 
_. 
q tJ t  ASe I! Aqe 16flelle tlo- Nol--x Hol--* Nol-r rotal s z
Assaul t
Auto Theft
Breaking &
Burgl ary
Larcen-y
Possession
Robbery
Enteri ng
of Weapons
I 50.0%
0
I 50.0%
0
0
0
0
I 33.3%
0
0
0
2 66.7%
0
0
0
I
1
0
2
0
0
25.0%
25.0%
50.0%
33.37"
33. 3%
33. 3%
16.77"
8.37"
16.7%
9.37"
33.4/"
8.3%
8.3%
Total s 2 L6.7% 3 25.0% 4 33.3% 3 2s.0% t2 100.0%
WiIIow Lane School
Table XXXI
Status Offenders
Race, Sex and Offense Distribution
Race /Sex
lllhite/i{ale
l.Jhj telFemal e
Bl ack/l'lale
Bl ack/Fernal e
Total s
I nco rri ible Truant tal
1
I
0
L?
4.8H
38.t%
57.t%
100.0u38.t% 42.9% t9.0%
010
2 25 .0% | s 62.s%
010
6 50.0% | 4 33.3%
I 100.0%
| 12,5"4
0
2 t6.7%
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In Table XXXII, the cr.irninal offenders are ana'tyzed in terms of race, sex
and offense. As oreviously noted, the larqer number of students were black
females. l4embers of thi s grouD !,/ere reDresented jn al I of the of fense cate-
gories rvjth the exception of robbery and auto theft. The greatest nurnber of
black females, 3 or 42.8%, utere committed on larceny charqes. Assault, breaking
and entering, burglary, and possession of weapons accounted for 1 black female
or 14'3?i each' 0f the 2 rvhite females in the sample of criminal offenders at
t'Jillow Lane, l was committed for breaking and entering and the other for robbery.
The 2 black males in this sample were committed for assault and larceny, and
the 1 vrhite male was committed for auto thefi. No particurar pattern of
offenses 'is evi denced i n these f .indi nqs .
Refer to Table XXXII
Table xxxIII analyzes the family configuration of status offenders.
sample of 21 status offenders at willorv Lane, tlo-thirds (z/3) came from
in which at least one of the natunal parents was present. There appears
a slight difference, however, betlveen black and white females in terms of
family configuration. Flore than half (r,) of the rvhjte female status offender.s
were liv'ing with their natural parents at the tirne of commjtment, as compared
to only 42'9"; of the black females. Thirty-three (33:i) percent of the black
females were living rvjth relatives or foster parents, whereas none of the rvhite
females jn the sarnple were in similar placements.
Refer to Table XXXIII
The analysis of the fanrily configuration of criminal offenders is slrorvn in
Table xxxIV' These findings reveal a somelhat different picture jn the ccls€ of
black females. All of thenr were liv.inq w.ith one or nlore of their natur.rl
0f the
a honre
to be
Wi I I ow Lane School
Tabl e XXXI I
Criminal 0ffenders
Race, Sex and 0ffense Distribution
ol
toffense hl % 'Bltq % BlF % Iotal s 7"
Assaul t
Auto Theft
Breaking &
Burgl ary
Larceny
Possessi on
l,leapons
Robbery
Enteri ng
of
0
1 100.0%
0
0
0
0
0
s0.0%
0
I 50.0%
50.0%
50.0%
0
0
14.3%
14.3%
L4.3%
42.8%
14.3%I
0
L6.7'L
8.3%
L6.77.
16.77"
33.4%
8.3'A
8.3%
1
I
Total s I 8.3% 2 16.7% 2 1.6.7% 7 58.3% t2 L00.07"
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Table XXXIII
Status Offenders
Fami ly Configuration
wlt % W/F % BlU /" BlF 16 Total s 7,
ilatural Parents
One Parent
llother/Stepfather
Fathe r/ Stepnrother
Rel ati ves
Guardian/Foster Home
L4.3%
57.t%
42.9%
100.0%
42.9%
42.9%
100.0%
100.0%
t00.0%
33.37"
33.37,
9.5't
4.8%
9.5%
9.5%
Total s I 4.8% B 3B.t% 0 12 57,1% 2t 100.0u
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parents prjor to commitment. i'{one of the criminal offenders, black or vrhjte,
were'in foster placement. The majority of the crimjnal offenders came fronr
one-parent fami I jes.
Refer to Table XXXIV
Table XXXV analyzes the grade placement by sex and race of status offenders.
Findings in this table indicate that slightly more than one-th'ird (1/3) of the
status offenders were in the normal grade level for their age group. Fifty
(50%) percent of the black females were in their normal grade level, vrhile
only 12.5% of the white females were at the same level. 0f the eiqht (8)
students who were two grades or more below their normal grade level,6 were
white females and 2 were black females.
Refer to Table XXXV
Table XXXVI analyzes the grade piacement in terms of sex and race for
criminal offenders. A hjgher percentage of criminal offenders, 58ii, r{ere Der-
forming at the'ir normal grade level. Thjs difference betleen grade placements
for status and criminal offenders can perhaps be accounted for in part by the
fact that runab/ays and truants comprised 62.31'3 of the sample of status offenders
at Willow Lane. Blacks again appeared to be more often in their normal grade
placements than whjtes. 0f the 7 students in the criminal offender sample rvho
had been placed at thejr normal grade level,5 were black,2 males and 3 fenrales,
and 2 were white females.
Refer to Table XXXVI
In Table XXXVII, the status offenders at l.lillow Lane are analyzed in terms
of socioeconomic environment. The fjrst two categorjes of the econont'ic status
accounted for 95.Zii of the total sarnp'le. 0f the ten (10) students in the Sclnrplc
l^li l l ow Lane School
Table XXXIV
Criminal 0ffenders
Fami ly Configuration
w/t4 % F%Blt4%BtF% Total s "l
l{atural Parent
One Parent
t'loth er/ S tepf a the r
Father/Stepmother
Rel at'i ves
Guardjan/Foster Home
1
0
0
0
0
0
25.0% I 25.0%
t t6.7%
0
0
0
0
0
2 33.3%
0
0
0
0
2
3
2
0
0
0
50.0%
50.0%
100.0%
4
6
2
0
0
0
33.4%
s0.0/"
16.6'd
Total s I 8.3% 2 t6.7% 2 L6.7% 7 58.3% t2 100.02
Total s 4.8%
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Table XXXV
Status Offenders
Grade Pl acement
38. l% 57.L% 2l 100.0%
Grade Level W/4 % WlF % B/14 % BlF /" Total s %
llormal Grade Level
One Grade Below
Trvo Grades Below
Three Grades Below
Four Grades Below
l.lore Than Four Grades
Bel orv
L2.5% t2.5%
20.0%
7t.47"
100.0%
6
4
75.07,
80.0%
28.6%2
0
0
8
5
7
1
0
38.1%
23.8'r
33.3i1
4.87,
tli I I or.r Lane School
Tabl e XXXVI
Criminal 0ffenders
Grade Placement
GradeLevel vl/14 % wlF % .Bltl % .B/F % Tota'l s %
!'lormal Grade Level
One Grade Bel orv
Tvro Grades Belorv
Three Grades Belorv
Four Grades Belorv
i.lore Than Four Grades
Bel ow
100.0%
2 28.6%
0
0
0
0
0
2 28.6%
0
0
0
0
0
3 42.9%
3 100.02
I 100.0%
0
0
0
58.37.
25.07"
8.3''A
8.3't
Total s r 8.3% 2 16.7% 2 16.7% 7 58.3% 2 t00.02
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who urere families receiving less than $5,000 annual jncome, T were black females
and the remaining three (3) r,rere white females. Black females accounted for
half of the students jn the $5,000-510,000 annual income bracket. Only 1 student
in the sample, a whjte female, vJas from a family r,rhose annual income t^Jas more
than 510,000.
The majority of the students sampled, 15 or 7I.4%, were found to be from
urban areas. Black females accounted for the majority of those from urban areas.
Three (3) students or 14.3% were from each of the remaining cateqories, rural and
suburban.
The majority of the status offenders at Willor^r Lane taken for the sample
population of this study were not Welfare rec'ipients; only 4 or 19% of those
samp'led were receiving We]fare assistance. The 4 students listed as trJelfare
recip'ients were evenly divided between white females and black females r.rith
2 each in th'is category.
Refer to Table XXXVII
Table XXXVIII analyzes crjminal offenders in terms of socjoeconomic envjron-
ment. The findings reflected in this table are s'imilar to those for status of-
fenders. Half of the students sampled were from farnilies with less than 55,000
annual income. Four (4) students or 33.3ti were from families whose inconre rvas
betleen $5,000 and $10,000 annually, and 2 students or 16.71d rvere fronr fanrjl ies
wi th more than $10,000 annua'l income.
The maiority of the students sanrp'led,7 or 58.3i1, rvere from urbar ar€ds
while 4 students or 33.4ij were from rural areas, and only 1 student or 8.3. rvas
from a suburban area. As rv'ith status offenders, the majority of the crinrinal
offenders sanrpl ed were not l^lel fare rec'ipients.
Refer to Table XXXVIII
tliIIow Lane School
Table XXXVII
Status 0ffenders
Soci oeconomi c Envi ronment
W/t! % ,W/F % , Bll'l % , BlF % , Totals "/"
Ecolomic Status
Under 55,000
s5,000 - $10,000
Over 510,000
Total s
Hone Location
Urban
Rural
Suburban
Total s
l.Jel fare Status
Yes
l'lo
Total s
1
0
1
t00.0%
4.8%
1
0
0
1
100.0%
4.8%
0
1
,1
100.0%
4.8%
3
4
1
37.5%
50.0%
t2.5%
38.t%
5 62.5%2 25.0%t t2.5%
8 38.t%
2 25.0%6 75.0%
8 3B.t%
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
7
5
0
L2
58.3%
4L.77"
57 l%
9 7s.0%L 8.3%? L6.7%
L2 57 L%
2
10
L2
L6.7%
83.3%
57.L%
10
10
I
47 .6'r
47.6X
4.8%
100.022L
15
3
3
2t
7 L.4'r
14.37"
14.3't
L00.0'/"
4
T7
2I
L9.07,
81.0%
100.02
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Table XXXVIIi
Criminal 0ffenders
Socioeconomi c Envi ronment
Total s
Econoni c Status
Under' 55,000
s5,000 - 510,000
Over S 10 ,000
Total s
Hone Location
Urban
Rural
S ub urban
Total s
l^lel fare Status
Yes
llo
Total s
1
0
0
1
0
1
1
2
5
1
I
7
tr
1
I
7
I
6
7
6
4
2
L2
0
1
0
I
0
1
1
100.0%
8.3%
100.0%
8.3%
100.0%
8.3%
50.0%
50.0%
16.7%
50.0%
50.0%
16.7%
100.0%
L6.7%
100.0%
t6.7%
50.0%
50.0%
L6.7%
50.0%
50.0%
t6.7%
71,.4%
14.3%
14.3%
58.3%
7t.4%
14.3%
14.3%
58.3"/"
14.3%
85.7%
58.3%
0
2
0
2
1
1
0
2
I
1
0
2
2
10
L2
0
2
2
7
4
1
T2
50.0't
33.3'/"
16.77
n0.0",1
58.3't
33.4:t,
8.3:t,
n0.0't
16.77,
83.3%
100.0"/"
1
1
2
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Table XXXIX analyzes the status of fenders in terms of rrrjor conrmj tnrents.
0f the tota'l of 2I status offenders sarrpled in this study, only 5 had had a
prior commjtment. 0f these 5, tlo had been commjtted before as runar,/avs ano
three as i ncorri gi b1 e . Both of the students comm'i tted as runatva.ys r,rere r,rh'i te
females. 0f the thr:ee prior commitments for incorriqibility, I r,ras a lvhite
female and 2 were black females. The rvhite male represented jn this status
offender sample had not had a prior commitment.
Refer to Table XXXIX
Table XL reveals approximately the same ratio of prior commitments for
cniminal offenders as that shown for status offenders. 0f the 3 students rvith
a prior commitment, 1 was a white ma1e, 1 a black male, and 1 a black female.
The 2 males had been committed for breaking and entering, and the black female
for incorrigibil ity. The female r^/as subsequently committed for break'ing and
enterjng,and the 2 males for assault and auto theft.
Refer to Tabl e XL
SUMMARY
The sample taken from the two-year populatjon of Willow Lane revealed that
the majority of students were status offenders, most of whom were black females.
The majority of the black status offenders were fourteen years old, whereas the
larger proportion of whites were fifteen years o1d. Criminal offenders at
Willow Lane also appear to be more frequently black and slightly older.
Little djfference was evjdent in the farnily configurat'ion of black and
white status and criminal offenders. In grade p)acements, however, blacks
tended to be ahead of whites and criminal offenders alread of status offenders.
tli I I ovr Lane School
Table XXXIX
Status 0ffenders
Prior Commitment
Total s
Prior Commitment
Yes
No
Total s
Prior 0ffense
Runalay
Incorri gi bl e
Total s
2
10
T2
0
2
2
t6.7%
83.7%
57.L%
100.0%
40.0%
5
l6
2t
23.87"
76.?7"
n4.07"
40.07"
60.0t
L00.07"
2
3
5
37.5%
62.5%
38.t%
0
0
0
0
0
0
66.7%
33.3%
60.0%
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Table XL
Criminal Offenders
Prior Commitment
t{/M % WIF "l B/l'1 /" BIF % Total s T.
Prior Commitment
Yes
No
Total s
P!"i or 0f fense
I ncorri gi bl e
Breaking & Entering
Total s
100.0%
0
r 8.3%
0
I
1
100.0%
33.3%
02 
.L00.0%
2 t6.7%
0
0
0
1
1
2
50.0%
50.0%
t6.7%
0
I
I
100.0%
33.3%
I t4.3%6 85.7%
7 58.3%
I
0
1
50.0%
33.3%
3
9
t?
25.l'.r
75,0'.4
L00.07,
33.3'/"
66.67"
99.92
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An analysis of the economic status of criminal and status offenders re-
vealed few significant djfferences in the lower income bracket. Approx'imately
half (>.) of the status offenders and the criminal offenders were from familjes
who receive less than $5,000 annual income. A slightly higher percentage of
criminal offenders were from the upper income bracket than were the status
offenders. No significant difference was evident in the prior commitment
records of status and criminal offenders in the sample taken from the Willorv
Lane population.
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JOHII G. RICHARDS SCHOOL FOR BOYS
John G. Richards School for Boys is located on Broad Rjver Road in
Columbja. Whjle the majority of the boys confjned here are fjfteen or o1der,
there are a ferv younger boys as vrel I .
During the tvro years rvith rvhjch this study js concerned, the total popula-
tion of the school was 420. Daily populatjon averaged 225. 0f the total
population, 40 0r,9.5%, urere status offenders and 380, or 90.5%, were crimjnal
offenders. A ten (10%) percent random sample taken for this study yielded 4
status offenders and 38 criminal offenders. The distribution of the crim'inal
and status offenders in this sampling reflects the same proportion and distri-
bution of the actual popu'latjon. It must be noted, however, that our study will
undoubtedly reveal a more valid picture of the crim'inal offenders than the
status offenders at John G. R'ichards School due to the numbers involved.
Many of the boys commjtted to John G. Richards School are recidjvjsts tvith
a past record of several commjtments. It has been traditionally true that boys
tend to be perpetrators of violent or crjminal actjvities more often.
['Jhile some authorities have observed that there is an alarm'inq increase
of violent crimes by girls, national statjstics contjnue to reflect the tradj-
tional pattern.
Table XLI analyzes the age, race, and sexual distribution of status of-
fenders at John G. Richards School for Boys. In the sample of 4 status offendels
racial distribution was equal with 50:'i white and 50lj black. All of the status
offenders are fifteen and sixteen years old, rvith the nrajority being s'ixteen
years old.
Refer to Table XLI
15
16
John G. Richards School
Table XLI
Status 0ffenders
Age, Race and Sex Distribution
Bl ack
50.0%
25.0%
75.0%
100.0uTotal s 50.0%
n0.0%
33.3%
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The analys'is of crimjnal offenders jn Table XLII shows a somevrhat djfferent
rac'ial breakdovrn than for status offenders. This tab'le indicates that the
black populat'ion js more heav'i'ly renresented among the criminal of fenders. 0f
the total of 38 students taken for the samrrle,2I or 55.3% were black while 17
or 44.71'. were wh'ite. Unl jke the status offenders, there are crjminal offenders
as young as thinteen at this institution. 0n1y a small percentage, T.BlJ, of the
total number of criminal offenders were under fifteen, however. Crimjnal of-
fenders were primarily sixteen years o1d. That age group accounted for 65.8'/
of the total samole.
Refer to Table XLII
Table XLIII ana'lyzes the age and offense distribution of the status of-
fenders. The data suggests that the majority of the status offenders at John
G. Richards School for Boys are runaways. 0f the remajning 2 status offenders,
1 was charged as an incorrigible and the other as a truant.
Refer to Table XLIII
The data jn Table XLIV suggests that the pattern observed'in the analysis
of the Reception and Evaluation Center population is also present in the
population of this facility. Larceny was the most prevalent charge for tvhjch
criminal offenders were committed in every age category. Eleven (11) students
or 28.9j of the population were charged with larceny. Robbery, break'ing and
entering, and auto theft were the next most frequently occurrinq crimes,
accounting for 6 students or 15.8ii of the populatjon each.
Refer to Table XLIV
Table XLV analyzes the race, sex, and offense distribut'ion of the status
offenders. As was noted previously, the distribution anrong the st.rtus of-
fenders was equal for black and white. It is interestinq to note that both
John G . R'i cha rds School
Table XLI I
Criminal Offenders
Age, Race and Sex Distribution
13
L4
15
15
I
2
10
25
2.6%
5.3%
26.3%
65.8%
100.02Total s 44.7% s5.3%
0
1 50.0%
5 50.0%
11 44.0%
1 100.0%
L 50.0%
5 50.0%
14 s6.0%
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Table XLIII 
Status Offenders 
Age and Offense Distribution 
A 
- -
. . b 1 
----- . .. ~. % R % T - -- - % 'o T - - - - X 
15 0 0 1 100.0% 1 25. o;t, 
16 1 33.3% 2 66.7% 0 3 75. 0 ';{ 
Totals 1 25.0% 2 50.0% 1 25.0% 4 100.0% 
John G. Ri chards School 
Table XLIV 
Cri minal Offen ders 
Age and Offense Di s tribution 
Age 13 Age 14 Age 15 Age 16 
Offense r~o . % ~lo. % r~o. % fl o. % Totals 1: 
Assault 0 0 1 10.0% 2 8.0% 3 7. 9% 
Aut o The ft 0 0 1 10.0% 5 20.0% 6 15. 8% 
8 & E 0 0 2 20.0% 4 16.0% 6 15 .8% 
Drunk D t' i vi n g 0 0 0 1 4.0 % 1 2. 6% 
Drun ke nness 0 0 1 10.0% 1 4.0% 2 5.4% 
Larce ny 0 1 50.0% 3 30.0% 7 28.0% 11 28. 9% 
Possessi on of 
\·Jea oons 0 0 0 1 4.0% 1 2.6 % 
Robbery 0 0 2 20.0% 4 16.0% 6 15. 8% 
Se x Offenses 1 100.0% 0 0 0 1 2. 6% 
V anda 1 i sn1 0 1 50.0% 0 0 1 2.6 % 
Tot als 1 2.6 % 2 5.4% 10 26.3% 25 65.8% 38 100.0% 
John G. Richards School
Table XLIV
Criminal 0ffenders
Age and 0ffense Distribution
Aqe 13
I'lo.
Aqe 14llo. % Aqe 16t{o. 1 Total s 7,0ffense
Assa ul t
Auto Theft
B&E
Drunk Driving
Drunkenness
Larcen,v
Possession of
l.Jeaoons
Robber.y
Sex Offenses
Vandal ism
Total s
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
I
0
L00.0%
2.6% 5.4% 26.3% 65.8%
7.9%
15.8/"
t5.87"
2.67"
5.4%
28.97,
2.6'.X
15.87"
?.67,
2.67"
100.02
3
6
6
I
2
l1
I
6
1
I
0
0
0
0
0
I 50.0%
0
0
0
1 50.0%
1 10.0%
1 10.0%
2 20.0/"
0
L L0.0%
3 30.0%
0
2 20.0%
0
0
2 8.0%
5 20.0/,
4 L6.07,
| 4.0%
t 4.0%
7 28.07"
a
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the runaways were whjte. This fjnding concurs wjth national and local statist'ics
which suggests that the majority of runavray juveniles are rvhjte.
Refer to Table XLV
In Table XLVI, race, sex and offense of the crimjnal offenders js analyzed.
With the exception of four offenses, black and white males are represented jn
all the categories of criminal offenders shovrn in this table. There were no
blacks charged with drunk driving, and no wh'ites were charged with possession
of weapons, sex offenses, or vandalism. Twice as many blacks were com-
mitted for robbery as whites, while an equal number of each was comm'itted
for auto theft, break'ing and enterjng, and drunkenness. Commitments for larceny,
the most frequent'ly occurring offense, \{ere alrnost equaily distrjbuted betr^reen
black and whjte, with 6 black males sentenced on this charge as compared to 5
white males
Refer to Table XLVI
In Table XLVII, the family configuration of the status offenders is shown.
All of the status offenders in th'is sample came from a fam'iiy unit in rvhjch at
least one of the natural parents rvas present. The trvo whjte males'in the sanrple
came from homes in rvhich both natural parents were present. One of the black
males was from a one-panent home, whjle the other was from a mother/stepfather
home.
Refer to Table XLVII
Table XLVIII analyzes the family confjguration of the crjrnjnal offenders.
With the exception of 2 black males who were living with relatjves at the t'ime
of cotnttitment, th'is table reflects alrnost the same fjndings as the ana'lysjs of
the status offenders. Not all of tlre rvhite nrale crirninal offenders canre frorn
Race/Sex
Hhite/l'lale
Bl ack/l.lal e
Total s
John G. Richards School
Table XLV
Status 0ffenders
Race, Sex and Offense Distribution
100.0%
50.0%
2s.0% 50.0%
50.0't
50.0%
0ffense
Assaul t
Auto Theft
B&t
Drunk Dri vi ng
Dru n kennes s
Larceny
Possession of
lJeapons
Robbery
Sex 0ffenses
Vandal i sm
Total s
Whi te Mal e
John G. Richards School
Tabl e XLV I
Criminal 0ffenders
Race, Sex and 0ffense Distributjon
Bl ack Mal e
2
3
3
0
I
5
I
4
I
1
9.5%
L4.3%
t4.3%
4.8%
23.8%
4.8%
19.0%
4.8%
4.8%
55.3%
Tota I s
3
6
6
1
2
11
1
6
1
I
7.9%
t5.87
15.87"
2.6%
5.47
28.97,
2.6'r
15.8%
2.6%
2.6%
rc}.0'/"44.7%
tlhi telMale
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Table XLVI I
Status 0ffenders
Fami ly Configuration
Bl ack/Mal e Total s
ilatural Parents
One Parent
Flother/ Stepfather
Fa ther/Stepmother
Rel ati ves
Guardi an/Fos ter Honre
Total s
2
0
0
0
0
0
100.0%
50.0%
0
1
I
0
0
0
L00.0%
100.0%
50.0%
2
1
1
0
0
0
50.0%
25.0%
25.0'A
100.0%
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homes in which the natural parents were present, however. 0f the 17 vthite ma1es
taken in this sample, 12 vrere living vlith thejr natural parents, 4 r'tjth one of
their parents, and 1 with h'is mother and stepfather. Attentjon js djrected to
the fact that tvrice as many vrhites as blacksvrere living vrjth the'ir natural
parents at the t'ime of commjtment. Holever, three tjmes as many blacks as
wh'ites vrere I ivinq with one oarent.
Refer to Table XLVIII
The grade placement of status offenders'is analyzed in Tab'le XLIX. It
should be noted that the grade placement of a student at John G. Rjchards School
for Boys is considerably lower than that of the students at Willorv Lane or at
the Reception and Evaluation Center. 0f the 4 status offenders in the sample
of the John G. Richards School for Boys population, orly 1 was functioning at
his normal grade level. The sample population is too small, however, to permit
any conc'lusions.
Refer to Table XLIX
The analysis of the grade placements of crim'inal offenders js shorvn jn
Table L. 0f the 38, 11 or 28.9% were at thejr normal grade level, rvhile 13 or
34.zii, were trvo grades belor,r. In genera'l , the majority of the blacks have been
placed at a higher level than the whites. Almost 629j of the blacks were
functioning at their normal grade placement level or one grade belorv; whereas,
only 411'J of the whites were at the same levels.
Refer to Table L
Table LI analyzes the socjoeconomic environment of status offenders at
John G. Richards School for Boys. The 2 blacks in the sarnple came from familjes
whose incorne was less than 55,000 per year. The 2 whites in the study were frottt
fanrilies tvhose annual'income was betrveen $5,000 and $10,000.
Whi te l,'lal e
John G. Richards School
Table XLVIII
Criminal Offenders
Family Configuration
Bl ack l4al e
llatural Parents
One Parent
I'iother/Stepfather
Fa ther/Stepmothe r
Rel ati ves
Guardjan/Foster Home
Total s 44.7/" 55.3%
Total s
18
16
2
0
2
0
47.4%
42.L"1
5.3%
5.3%
100.0%
t?
4
I
0
0
0
66.7%
2s.0%
50 .0i
6
L2
1
0
2
0
33.3%
75.0%
50.0%
02
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
I
0
0
Whi te Mal e
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Table XLIX
Status Offenders
Grade Pl acement
Bl ackGrade Level
I{ormal Grade Level
One Grade Bel or'r
Trvo Grades Bel or.r
Three Grades Below
Four Grades Belorv
l.lore Than Four Grades
Bel ow
Total s
1
2
0
I
0
25.0%
50.0%
25.07,
100.0%50.0% 50.0%
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Table L
Criminal Offenders
Grade Placement
Grade Level
Normal Grade Level
One Grade Belor,r
Two Grades Bel orv
Three Grades Below
Four Grades Below
l'lore Than Four Grades
Bel orv
Total s
t^lhi te Total s
11
9
13
5
0
28.9%
23.7%
34.2%
13.2%
100.0944.7% 55.3%
5
2
6
4
0
0
6
7
7
I
0
0
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Th'is sample shovrs that the students are equally distrjbuted be-
tween urban and rural home locations. llone of the status offenders vrere fronr
suburban homes. The same pattern that is shor.rn'in the economjc status js, as
was to be expected, reflected in the l/elfare status. The 2 white males r/ere
f rom fami I i es vrho a re not tlel fa re reci oi ents .
Refer to Table LI
Table LII analyzes the socioeconomic environment of the crjminal offenders.
With the exception of the fjrst category--those famjljes receiving less than
$5,000 annual income--there nas an equal distnibut'ion of black and r.rh'ite in the
economic status columns. Two-thirds (2/3) of those whose annual income r.ras less
than $5,000 urere black. The majority of both the black and the wh'ite were found
to be from urban areas, with only a small percentage of each, L7.7% of the rvhjte
and 9.5% of the black, from suburban areas. The llelfare status reflected the
pattern suggested by the economic status distribution. The majority of both
blacks and whites were not !.lelfare recipients.
Refer to Table LII
The data in Table LIII shorvs that only one (1) of the 4 status offenders
in this sample had had a prior commitment. This status offender had been con-
mi tted previously as a runalvay.
Refer to Table LIII
As was to be expected, d larger percentage of the criminal offenders had
records of prior conunjtnrents as is shorvn in Table LIV. Eleven (11) students
or 28.9% of the total samrr'le population had been previously corrmjtted to one
of the agency's fac'ilities other than a d'iagnostic center. 0f thjs nurnber,5
were white and 6 rvere black. It is interestinq to note that anronq those
Whi telMal e
John G. Richards School
Table LI
Status 0ffenders
Soci oeconomi c Envi ronment
Bl ack/Mal e Total s
Economic Status
Under $5,000
$5,000 - $10,000
Over S10,000
Total s
Home Location
Urban
Rural
Suburban
Total s
l^lel fare Status
Yes
llo
Total s
0
2
0
2
1
1
0
2
0
2
2
100.0%
50.0%
50.0%
50.0%
s0.0%
100.0%
50.0%
2
2
0
4
2
0
0
2
I
1
0
2
2
0
2
100.0%
50.0%
50.0%
50.0%
50.0%
t00.0%
50.0%
2
2
0
4
50.0%
50.4%
100.0%
50.0't
50.0%
100.0'r
50.07"
50.01
L00.0%
2
2
4
John G. Richards School
Table L I I
Criminal 0ffenders
Socioeconomic Envi ronment
t.lhi telMal e Y" Bl ack/Mal e Total s
Economic Status
Under 55,000
55,000 - $10,000
Over $10,000
Total s
Home Location
Urban
Rural
Suburban
Total s
Wel fare Status
Yes
l'lo
Total s
4
10
3
L7
9
5
3
t7
23.5%
58.8%
t7.6%
44.7%
52.9%
29.4%
t7.6%
44.7%
5.9%
94.r%
44.7%
8
10
3
2L
L2
7
2
2t
6
15
2l
38.t%
47.6%
t4.3%
5s.3%
57.L%
33.3%
9.5%
55.3%
28.6%
7t.4%
5s.3%
t2
20
6
38
2L
t2
5
38
7
31
38
3t.67,
52.67"
t5.82
100.0%
55.37"
3t.6%
13.2'I
t00.0%
t8.4%
8L.67,
100.02
1
16
L7
l^lhi t
John G. Richards School
Table LIII
Status 0ffenders
Prior Conuni tment
Bl ack l4al e Total s
Pri or Conrnri tnrent
Yes
I,lo
Total s
Prior Offense
Runalay
Total s
0
2
2
1
1
2
50.0%
50.0%
50.0%
100.0%
L00.0%
50.0%
I
3
4
25.0%
75.0%
100.0%
100.02
100.0%
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students with a record of prior commitments, d large percentaqe--4S.S%--had been
committed as status offenders, 3 for jncorrigibi'lity and 2 for truancy. The
remaining 6 students had been previously committed for criminal offenses in-
cluding auto theft, burgldry, and larceny.
Refer to Table LIV
SUI,IMARY
The sample population of the John G. Richards School for Boys reflects an
ilmost equa'l distribution betvreen blacks and whites for both criminal and status
offenders, although blacks were more numerous among the criminal offenders. The
students at John G. Richards School appear to be lower in grade placements than
the students at the Reception and Evaluation Center or at t,lillow Lane Schoo],
and also were more often from the lower economic group.
a 
--
Whi te
John G. Richards School
Table LIV
Criminal Offenders
Prior Commitment
Bl ac
Prior Commitmenjl
Total s
Prior Offense
Auto Theft
Burgl ary
Incorrigible
Larceny
Truancy
Total s
Yes
llo
otal s
1l
27
38
I
2
3
3
2
11
?8.9%
7L.T%
L00.07"
9.1%
L8.27"
27.3%
27.3%
t8.2%
100.0%
29.4%
70.6%
44.7%
1
I
I
0
2
5
6
1s
2t
28,6%
7L.4%
55.3%
0
I
?
3
0
L6.7%
33.3%
50.0%
54.5%
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SOUTH CAROLINA SCHOOL FOR BOYS
The South Carolina School for Boys is located'in Florence, S.C. The
school provides residential facjljtjes for juvenile offenders betvreen the ages
of ten (10) and fifteen (15). For the tvro-year period of this study, there
were 50 status offenders committed to the school and 310 criminal offenders.
The average daily population rvas 200. The 10% random sample taken for this
study y'ielded 5 status offenders and 31 crjminal offenders.
Table LV analyzes the age, race, and sex d'istribution of the status of-
fenders. The majority of the students, or 60%, were black males, ages LZ to 14.
The 2 white males represented jn the sample populat'ion were ages 10 and i5. The
distrjbution among the age brackets represented was near'ly even. Each qroup
accounted for 20% of the total.
Refer to Table LV
The age, race, and sex djstribution of criminal offenders
Table LVI. As was evident with the criminal offenders at the
School, the majority, 64.5%, of the criminal offenders at the
Boys were black.
The age range among the criminal offenders at the school
The thirteen and fourteen year olds accounted for 6i.3?6 of the
however.
Refer to Table LVI
Table LVII analyzes the age and offense
Interestingly enough, runaways accounted for
the S. C. School for Boys. The remajning 801i
even'ly d'istributed betrveen jncorrjgibles and
is analyzed jn
John G. Richards
S. C. School for
was from 10 to 15.
samole popul ation,
d'istribution of the status offenders.
only 20':,1 of the status offendet's at
of the status offenders tvere
truants.
LVIIRefer to Table
10
ll
t?
l3
14
l5
S. C. School for Boys
Table LV
Status 0ffenders
Age, Race, and Sex Distribution
40.0% 60.0%
20.0%
20.0%
20.0%
20.0%
20,0%
100.0rTotal s
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
S. C. School for Boys
Table LVI
Criminal 0ffenders
Age, Race, and Sex Distribution
10
1t
t2
13
14
15
33.3%
25.0%
33.3%
50.0%
25.0%
35.5%
100.0%
66.7%
75.0%
66.7%
50.0%
75.0%
64.s%
1
3
4
9
10
4
3,?%
9.7%
12.9%
29.o%
32.3%
t2.9%
Total s
S. C. School for Boys
Tabl e LVI I
Status 0ffenders
Age and 0ffense Distribution
10
11
t2
13
14
l5
Total s 7"
20.0%
20.01
24.0%
20.0%
?0.0%
100.02Tota I s 40.0% 20.0% 40.ofl
0
0
0
0
1
0
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The analysis of crimjnal offenders by age and offense presented in Table
LVIII reflects a smaller array of offenses than did the sjmilar tab'le for
John G. Richards School. Hot.rever, larceny is again the most frequent offense.
Note that more than half the total sample, 17 or 54.8%, v,ere commjtted on this
one charge. Breaking and enterjng and assault are the next tlo most popular
offenses, accounting for 4 each, or 25.8%, of the total sample.
Refer to Table LVIII
Table LIX analyzes the status offender by race, sex, and offense. An
interesting variation was evident'in th'is sample in that the one (1) runav/ay
represented was black.
Refer to Table LIX.
Table LX examines the race, sex, and offense of the criminal offenders.
The 11 whites in the samp'le popu'latjon r,/ere committed on four different charges:
assault, breaking and entering, larceny, and vandalism. The offenses of the
20 blacks were distributed among these four charges and three additional ones:
possession of t{eapons, robbery, and auto theft. 0f the 11 rvhites, almost half
were committed on larceny charges while near'ly two-thirds of the blacks were
conrmi tted for I arceny.
Refer to Tabl e LX
The family configuration of status offenders at the S. C. School for Boys
analyzed in Table LXI reflects nruch the same picture as the analys'is for status
offenders at John G. Richards School. All of the students canre from a farnilv
unit in which at least one of the natural parents was present.
Refer to Table LXI
S. C. School for Boys
Table LVIII
Criminal Offenders
Age and Offense Distributjon
Aqe 10 Aqe l1 Age la Age t3 Aqe 14 Ase 15
0f fense lto-. I ttol--z Nol-x Nol-fl l,toi-u Hol-z Total s I
Assaul t
Auto Theft
B&E
La rceny
Possess'ion
h,eaoons
Rob be ry
Vandal i sm
of
0
0
0
1 100.07;
0
0
0
0
t 33.3%
0
0
1
0
1
33.3%
33.3%
0
0
2 50.0%
2 50.0%
0
0
0
3 33.3%
L lI.M
0
5 55.6%
0
0
0
1 n.0%
0
2 20.0%
7 70.0%
0
0
0
0
I 2s.0%
0
2 50.0%
0
1
0
25.0%
4
3
4
L7
12.97,
9.8'A
12.97,
54.87"
3.27,
3.2/"
3.2%
1
I
I
Tota I s I 3.2% | 3 9.7%t 4 12.9% l9 29.0% ltO 32.3%t 4 L2.97" I 31 tOO.o%
Race/Sex
l.lhi telMal e
Bl ack/l'lal e
Total s
S. C. School for Boys
Table LIX
Status 0ffenders
Race, Sex and 0ffense Distribution
20.0%
Total s "l
40.0%
2 40.0%
3 60.0%
100.0%
0
1 33.3%
0
2 66.7"1
0ffense
Assaul t
Auto Theft
B&E
Larceny
Possess i on
l'leapons
Robbery
Vandal i sm
Total s
Whi te Mal e
of
S. C. School for Boys
Table LX
Criminal 0ffenders
Race, Sex, and 0ffense Distribution
Bl ac
35.s% 64.5%
Total s
4
3
4
17
I
1
I
t2.9%
9.8%
t2.9%
54.8%
3.27"
3.2%
3.2X
100.0%
27.3y"
45.5/"
10.0%
15.0%
5.0%
60.0%
5.0%
5.0%
f
t
'
S. C. School for Boys
Tabl e LXI
Status Offenders
Family Configuration
Whi te Bl ack/Mal
2
I
0
0
0
0
%
100.0%
100.0%
60.0%
Total s 0l
l{atural Parents
One Parent
Mothe r/Stepfa ther
Fathe r/Stepmother
Rel ati ves
Gua rd'i an/Fos ter Home
Total s
0
0
1
1
0
0
100.0%
100.0%
40.0?(
2
1
I
I
0
0
40.0%
20.0%
20.0%
20.0%
100.0r
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The find'ings of the fami ly configurat'ion of criminal offenders shown jn
Table LXII are much more varied, however. Both white males and black nrales
are represented in almost every category. The largest percenta.qe of the criminal
offenders, 13 or 4I.9%, ten of r.rhom were black, came from family units jn whjch
only one parent was present.
Refer to Table LXII
Table LXIII analyzes the grade p'lacements of status offenders. Eighty
(80%) percent of the status offenders at the S. C. School for Boys have been
placed at their normal grade level. 0nly one (i) white male was one grade
belovr his normal grade level at the time of cornmitment. This is a higher per-
centage than has been indicated at any of the other facilities.
Refer to Table LXIII
Table LXIV reflects the same information for the criminal offenders.
Approximately half (t-') of the criminal offenders have been placed at the'ir
normal grade level. The majority of these students, 66.7%, were black. Fjve
(5) students,2 whites and 3 blacks, were three or more grades below the level
expected for their age group. Sixty-five (65%) percent of the blacks were at
their norrnal grade levels; whereas,54:; of the whjtes were at the'ir norrnal
level .'
Refer to Table LXIV
Table LXV analyzes the soc'ioeconomic environment of status offenders.
These findings reflect a fairly even distribution of all students in the three
incorne brackets. Fifty (50:l) percent of the students were from urban areas,
and 80:'j of the students did not receive l^lelfare assistance.
Refer to Table LXV
t.lhi te
S. C. School for Boys
Table LXI I
Criminal Offenders
Family Configuration
Bla Mal e
Natural Parents
One Parent
l'lother/Stepfather
Father/Stepmother
Rel ati ves
Guardian/Foster Home
Total s
4
3
2
I
0
1
44.4%
23.r%
50.0%
100.0%
50.0%
35.5%
Total
9
l3
4
1
?
2
29.0"A
41.97"
t2.9%
3.2%
6.5%
6.574
t00.07,64.5%
5
l0
2
0
2
I
55.6%
76.9%
50.0%
S. C. School for Boys
Table LXIII
Status Offenders
Grade Placement
Bl ack
t:
,+
I
'f
lir
.f
T
fl
'4
il
,ii
:-"#.
:i,
Grade Level
l'lormal Grade Level
One Grade Below
Two Grades Below
Three Grades Below
Four Grades Belorv
l'lore Than Four
Grades Below
Total s
l.lhi te
4
I
0
0
0
0
80.0y"
20.0/"
40.0% 60.0% t00.07,
1
1
0
0
0
0
25.0%
100.0%
3
0
0
0
0
0
,."-j',.(. *n.....
l,lhi te
S. C. School for Boys
Table LXIV
Criminal 0ffenders
Grade Placement
Bl ack Total s %Grade Level
i{ormal Grade Level
One Grade Below
Tr.ro Grades Below
Three Grades Below
Four Grades Below
l'lore Than Four
Grades Below
Total s 35.5% 64.5%
ls 48.4%
4 L2.9%
7 22.6%
3 9.7%
2 6.5%
100.02
5
1
3
2
0
0
10
3
4
I
2
0
66.7%
75.0%
s7.t%
33.3%
100.0%
.*- A , .-,
t{;
I.
,,
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Tabl e LXV
Status 0ffenders
Soci oeconomi c Environment
Bl ack Total s
Economic Status
Under $5,000
$5,000 - $10,000
Over $10,000
Total s
Home Location
Urban
Rural
Suburban
Total s
Hel fare Status
Yes
No
Total s
2
1
0
3
0
1
I
2
I
0
1
2
50.0%
s0.0%
40.0%
50.0%
50.0%
40.0%
100.0%
40.0%
I
I
I
3
I
2
2
5
33.3y"
33.3%
33.3%
60.0%
66.7%
33.3%
60.0%
33.3%
66.7%
60.0%
?0.0'/"
40.0%
40.0'/.
L}a.0%
60.0"1
?.0.0'/"
20.0%
100.0%
20.0%
80.0'r
100.02
3
1
I
5
0
z
2
I
?
3
I
4
5
-52-
The criminal offenders' socioeconom'ic environment is analyzed in Table LXVI.
A greater percentage of the criminal offenders are found to be from a lovrer
jncome, under $5,000 annua11y. Whjle the analysis of the status offenders re-
vealed that 40% were from families r.rhose annual jncome exceeded $10,000, only
12.9% of the crim'inal offenders were in this bracket. Unlike the status of-
fenders, d large proportion of the crjminal offenders, 42%, both black and
whjte, were from suburban homes, while only 29% were from each of the urban
and rural categories. The majority of the criminal offenders,74.2%, were
not Welfare recipients. A larger percentage,25.8% of the criminals, as com-
pared to 20% of the status offenders, r,/ere Welfare recipients.
Refer to Table LXVI
Table LXVIi and LXVIII analyze the prior commitments for crim'inal and status
offenders. 0nly 1 of the status offenders at the S. C. School for Boys had a
record of prior commitment. This student had been committed as an incorrigible.
The prior commitment records of the crjminal offenders at the S. C. School
for Boys reveal that 32.3% of the sampled population had had a prior conrmitment.
0f these 10 students, 707J had been committed previously on a variety of crjminal
charges. The 30% committed previously as status offenders were al1 runar.rays.
Refer to Table LXVII and LXVIIi
t
'.#+*'{r*r'
SUI"Ii'IARY
The racial d'istribution of the status and criminal offenders at the S.
School for Boys shows a higher proportion of blacks than was found at the
John G. Rjchards School for Boys. 0f the status offenders,60fj were black
while 64.5|j of the crinrinal offenders were black.
S. C. School for Boys
Tabl e LXV I
Criminal Offenders
Soci oeconomi c Envi ronment
Bl ac
$
':
:.'
Whi te Mal e
Economic Status
Under 55,000
s5,ooo - $1o,ooo
Over $10,000
Total s
Home Location
Urban
Rural
Suburban
Total s
Wel fare Status
Yes
No
Total s
14
l3
4
31
45.2%
41.9%
L2.97"
rc1,0%
29.0'l
29.0'/"
42.07"
100.07"
25.87"
74.2%
100.02
9
9
13
31
8
23
31
45.5%
36.4%
t8.2%
35.5%
18.2%
36.4%
45.5%
35.5%
t8.2%
BL.8%
35.5%
9
9
2
20
45.0%
45.0%
rc.a%
64.s%
30.0%
70.0%
64.5%
;i;'t,&
Whi te l"lale
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Table LXVI I
Status 0ffenders
Prior Conunitment
Bl ack l4al e
Pri or Commi tment
Yes
No
Total s
Prior Offense
Incorri gi bl e
Total s
1
2
3
0
2
2
100.0%
40.0%
33.3%
66.7%
60.0%
100.0%
100.0%
I
4
5
20,0"i,
80.0'r
100.02
100.02
t00.0%
-L
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Table LXVIII
Criminal 0ffenders
Prior Commitment
Bl ack
Prior Commi tment
Yes
No
Total s
Prior Offense
B&E
Burgl a ry
Larceny
Robbery
Runaway
Total s
10
?t
31
tal s
2
1
3
1
3
10
32.3'/"
67 .7t
r00.07,
20.0'/,
10.0'/,
30.0%
n.0'r
34.07"
100.02
36.4%
63.6%
35.5%
2
I
0
0
I
4
30.07"
70.0%
64.5%
0
0
3
I
2
6
.L)
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One of the npst interesting findings in the data from this school con-
cerns the educational level of the students as indicated by their grade place-
ments. A higher proportion of students at the school had been placed at thejr
normal grade level than has been found in any of the other facilities.
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INTENSIVE CARE UNITS
The Intensive Care Units (ICU) are located on the campus of the John G.
Richards School for Boys and Wjllow Lane School in Columbia, S. C. ICU operates
as an independent facility, however, w'ith separate personnel and programs.
Students are sonetjmes committed directly to the Intensive Care Unit from
the Court. More often, however, they are transferred from the open campus
because of behavior problems. The charge on which the student is commjtted
is not the deciding factor of his placement in ICU. A program of behavior
modification is the treatment approach used 'in ICU.
During the two-year period covered by th'is study, there were 20 status
offenders and 110 criminal offenders in the population of this unit. The
behavior modification program was not included as part of ICU when these
figures were compiled. The 10% sample yielded 2 status offenders and 11
criminal offenders. The Willow Lane ICU and the John G. Richards ICU are
treated as one facility in this study. Because of the small samp'le, the
criminal and status offenders are analyzed together.
The sample of status offenders in the ICU population revealed no b'lacks.
There were 2 whites, one a fifteen-year-old male and the other a fourteen-
year-old female.
In the ICU population sample of crimina'l offenders, there were only males:
4 white males and 7 black males, ages fifteen and sixteen. The majority of
these sampled, or 81.8%, were sixteen years of age.
Refer to Table LXIX-A&B
Intensive Care Units
Table LXIX
Age, Sex, and Race Distribution
A. Status 0ffenders
Aqe Ulltl % ttlF t Sll4 % BIF , Totals %
14
15
0
1 100.0%
I 100.0%
0
0
0
0
0
1 50.0%
I 50.02
Total s 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 0 0 2 700.0%
B. Criminal 0ffenders
Totalsr436.4%10 7 63.6% | 0 11 100.0s
Ase Vln t WF I B/l',1 t SIF t Total s 'l
15
t6
I 50.0%
3 33.3%
0
0
1 50.0%
6 66.7%
0
0
2 18.2%
9 81.8%
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Table LXX analyzes the age and offense distribut'ion of the Intensive Care
Unit. This table shows that a l5-year-old was commjtted because of truancy and
a l4-year-old because of vjolation of curfew.
The analysis of race, sex and offense distribut'ion of criminal offenders
indicates that the range of offenses is similar to the pattern seen in the
other institutions. Larceny is,again the most frequent charge. 0f the eleven
criminal offenders in the sample, over 50% were cornmitted on this charge.
Refer to Table LXX-A&B
Table LXXI analyzes the race, sex and offense distributjon of status and
criminal offenders. The data in this table suggests that the population of ICU
is simjlar to those of the other institutions, in that the male'in the sample
was committed for truancy and the female for violation of curfew.
Twice as many blacks as r,rhites were found in the ICU population who had
been committed on larceny charges. Only white males were confjned on manslaughter
and robbery charges, while only blacks had been committed for auto theft and
vandal i sm.
Refer to Table LXXI-A&B
The family configuration of the students in the Intensive Care Unjt is
analyzed in Table LXXII. According to our sample, none of the status offenders
came from families in which both natural parents were present. The white fenrale
had been living with one parent prior to incarceration, and the wh'ite rnale had
been living with his mother and stepfather.
A different picture emerges with the criminal offenders in ICU, however.
A sizeable proportion of these students,45.8%, came from farnjlies jn which
both natural parents were present. Almost as many students,45.5i'/', had been
Intensive Care Units
Table LXX
Age and 0ffense Distribution
...
. '';
a(),
cA. Status Offendgrs
% Lncorrigible % Truancy % Violation of Curfew Total s %
14
15
16
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
I
0
100.0%
I
0
0
100.0% 1
I
0
s0.0%
50.0%
Total s
B. Criminal Offenders
00 50.0% 50.0% 100.02
Auto Theft Mansl au ter Vandal i sm tal
2
9
15
16
L8.2%
8L.8:t
1l 100.0uTotal s 9.t% 54.5% 9.t% t8.2% 9.t%
I
0
50.0%
55.6%
0
I
Intensive Care Units
Table LXXI
Race, Sex, and 0ffense Distribution
Violation of Curfew
A. Status 0ffenders
l.l/M
w/F
B/M
BlF
Total s
B. Criminal 0ffenders
50.0% 50.0%
50.0%
50.0%
L00.0%
1 100.0%
0
0
0
0
1 100.0%
0
0
Auto Theft I . Larceny t . Manslauqhter * . Robberv t Vandalism X Totals X
l^l/Nl0
IwlFl0
IB/M | 1 r4.3%
IB/FIO
2 50.0%
0
4 57.L%
0
L 25.0%
0
0
0
0
0
2 28.6%
0
L 2s.0%
0
0
0
4 36.4%
0
7 63.6%
0
Totals I L 9.L% 6 54.5% L 9.L% ? r8.2% I 9.t% 11 100.0%
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living with one parent. None of these students came from family units con-
taining a stepparent.
Refer to Table LXXII-A&B
Table LXXIII analyzes the grade placement of status and criminal offenders.
0f the 2 status offenders, neither have been placed in the norma'l grade level.
The white female was two grades below her normal grade level, and the white
male was more than four grades below the level expected for his age group.
Refer to Table LXXIII-A&B
Table LXXIV analyzes the socioeconomic environment of status and criminal
offenders. Both status offenders came from the lowest economic bracket. The
white ma'le was from an urban area and the white female from a suburban area.
Neither were from families who received Welfare assistance.
The criminal offenders' socioeconomic distribution revealed that more
blacks than whites were from lower economic levels;7L.4% of the black males
were from families whose annual income was less than $5,000. None of the vrhite
males were from this economic aroup. The 4 whites in this sample populatjon
were from the $5,000 to $10,000 annual income bracket. Aga'in, the majority
of the criminal offenders,45.4%, were from urban areas. The majority of
the criminal offenders. 72,7%, were from families who did not recejve anv
I'lelfare assistance.
Refer to Table LXXIV-A&B
The analysis of prior commitment records of the sample population of status
and criminal offenders is presented in Table LXXV. 0f the 2 status offenders,
one had been conrnitted previously as a runaway. Three (3), or 27.3y", of the
Intensive Care Units
Table LXXI I
Family Configuration
A. Status Offenders
% % % , BIF. s
Natural Parents
One Parent
Mother/Stepfather
Father/Stepmother
Rel ati ves
Guardian/Foster Home
0
0
1
0
0
0
100.0%
1 100.0%
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
I
1
0
0
0
50.0%
s0.01
s0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0 2 l0o.o%
% Total
Total s
Intensive Care Units
Table LXXII
Family Configuration
B. Criminal 0ffenders
wlt{%,wlF% % BIF ls %
l{atural Parents
One Parent
l'lother/Stepfather
Fa ther/Stepnnther
Re'lati ves
Guardian/Foster Home
I
2
0
0
I
0
20.0%
40.0%
100.0%
0
0
0
0
0
0
4 80.0%
3 60.0%
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
5
5
0
0
I
0
45.5%
45.5%
9.0%
Total s 4 36.4% 0 7 63.6% 0 1l 100.0r
I ntens i ve
Tabl e
Grade
Care Units
LXXIII
Pl acement
A. Status 0ffenders
ade Leve % % Blj4 % BIF % Total s %
Normal Grade Level
One Grade Below
Two Grades Below
Three Grades Below
Four Grades Bel ow
More Than Four Grades
Bel ow
100.0%
0
0
I 100.0%
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
50.02
50.09
Total s I 50.0% 1 50.0% 0 0 2 100.09
Intensive Care Units
Table LXXIII
Grade Placement
B. Criminal 0ffenders
Grade Leve % % B/M % BIF % , Totals %
Normal Grade Level
One Grade Below
Two Grades Below
Three Grades Below
Four Grades Below
More Than Four Grades Below
3
.0
0
0
0
I
50.0%
100.0?i
0
0
0
0
0
0
3
0
2
2
0
0
50;0%
100.0%
100.0%
0
0
0
0
0
0
6
0
2
2
0
I
54.5%
t8.?%
18.2%
9.L%
4Total s 36.4% 63.6% 0 1l 100.02
Intensive Care Units
Tabl e LXXIV
Socioeconomi c Envi ronment
A. Status 0ffenders
t{/M % WIF % B/14 % BIF % Totals %
Economi c Status
Under $5,000
$5,000 - $10,000
Over $10,000
Total s
Home Location
Urban
Rural
Suburban
Total s
Wel fare Status
Yes
No
Total s
1
0
0
1
rc9.0%
50.0%
I
0
0
1
100.0%
50.0%
0
I
I
100.0%
50.0%
1
'0
0
I
100.0%
50.0%
0
0
1
1
100.0%
50.0%
0
I
1
100.0%
50.0%
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
2
t00.0%
100.02
0
I
2
50.0%
50.0u
100.0u
0
2
2
100.02
100.02
Intensive Care Un'its
Table LXXIV
Socioeconomi c Envi ronment
B. Criminal Offenders
Econom'ic Status
Under $5,000
s5,000 - $10,000
Over $10,000
Tota I s
Home Location
Urban
Rural
Suburban
Total s
t,Jel fare Status
Yes
No
Total s
0
4
0
4
1
3
4
100.0%
36.4%
50.0%
25.0%
25.A%
36.4%
25.0%
75.0%
36.4%
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
5
2
0
7
0
0
0
2
5
7
7t.4%
28.6%
63.6%
42.9%
28.6%
28.6%
63.6%
28.6%
7L.4%
63.6%
Total s
5
3
3
lt
45.5%
54.57"
100.0%
45.4%
27.3%
27.3%
100.0u
27.3%
72.7%
100.0%
5
6
0
11
2
I
I
4
0
0
0
0
3
2
2
7
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
3I
1l
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criminal offenders sampled had been cormitted previously,2 for larceny and 1 for
truancy
Refer to Table LXXV-A&B
SUIT'IARY
No valid comparisons can be made with other institutional populdtions due
to the smallness of the population sample for the Intensive Care Unit. It is
interesting to note, however, that there are no radical differences evident
from the data between population of this unit and those of the other institutions.
Intensive Care Units
Table LXXV
Prior Cormitrnent
A. Status 0ffenders
Prior Commitment
Yes
No
Total s
Prior 0ffense
Runaway
Total s
I
0
I
100.0%
50.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
50.0%
0
1
I
0
0
0
1
I
2
0
0
0
50.0,2
50.4%
rca.0%
100.0x
100.02
Intensive Care Units
Table LXXV
Prior Commitment
B. Criminal Offenders
% l,'|lF % B/M % BlF % Total s %
Prior Conmi tment
Yes
No
Total s
Prior 0ffense
Larceny
Truancy
Total s
2
2
4
50.0%
50.0%
36.4%
I
I
50.0%
50.0%
66.7%
0
0
0
0
0
0
I t4.3%6 85.7%
7 64.6%
1
0
1
100.0%
33. 3%
0
0
0
3I
11
27.3%
7?,7%
100.02
2
I
3
66.7'.r
33.3%
100.0%
o
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SUMMARY
The follovring fourteen tables reflect the combined statistjcs of the pre-
ceding six (6) jnstitutional analyses and offer more detailed comparisons of
the two groups of offenders. The same format'is used for the tables in the
conclusion that was used in the separate inst'itutional analyses.
Table LXXVI shows the age, race, and sex distribution of status offenders
committed to the S. C. Department of Youth Services from 1972-1974. The majority
of the status offenders were primarily females;70 or 57.8% of the total sampled
popu'lation of 121 status offenders were females. Racialiy, whites accounted for
60.3% of the total sample population.
Most of the status offenders were between the ages of 13 and 16, wjth 15
being the nedian age. 0n1y 12.3% of the total population fell between the ages
of 9 and 13. The greater number of female status offenders were found to be
15 years of age, while more males were committed as status offenders at age 16.
Refer to Table LXXVI
In Table LXXVII, the age, race, and sex djstribution of criminal offenders
is analyzed. As to be expected, the reverse of the distribution sexually holds
true in this table. The majority of the criminal offenders committed to the
Department of Youth Services were male, and, rac'ia'|1y, the majority were black.
The age distrjbution for criminal offenders was somewhat similar to that of
status offenders. Only 5.3% of the criminal offenders in the institutions and
Evaluation Centerswere under thirteen years of age.
Refer to Table LXXVII
Table LXXVIII shows that the three major status offenses--incorrig'ib'i1ity,
running away, and truancy--were almost equally distributed among the status
SUI,IMARY
Table LXXVI
Status Offenders
Age, Race & Sex Distribution
% ly/.tF Bllri % BIF % Totals %
9
10
11
t2
13
14
15
16
0
I
3
2
2
7
10
9
100.0%
75.0%
22.2%
12,5%
25.9%
?8.6%
32.L%
0
0
0
2
7
8
l4
I
22.2%
43.8%
29.6%
40,0%
28.6%
100.0%
25.0%
33.3%
25.0%
7.4%
5.7%
t4.3%
0
0
0
2
3
l0
9
7
22.2%
18.8%
37.t%
2s.7%
2s.0%
I
I
4
9
16
27
35
28
0,8%
0.8%
3.3U
7.4%
13.2%
22.3%
29.0%
23.2%
Total s 34 28.t% 39 32.2% L7 t4.t% 31 25.6% tzt 100.09
SUMMARY
Table LXXVII
Criminal Offenders
Age, Race & Sex Distribution
ol
lo % % BIF % Total
9
10
11
t2
l3
14
15
16
0
0
I
4
7
16
26
37
t4.3%
30.7%
25.9%
43.2%
42.O%
43.0%
0
I
0
0
2
I
3
3
25.0%
7.4%
2.7%
4.8%
3.5%
I
2
6
7
t7
t7
27
45
50.0%
50.0%
85.7%
53.8U
63.0U
46.0%
43.5%
52.3%
I
I
0
2
I
3
5
2
50.0%
25.0%
15. s9
3.7%
8.r%
9,7%
1.2%
2
4
7
l3
27
37
6l
87
0.8%
L.6%
3.0x
5.5%
tt.3%
15.5U
25.6%
36,6%
Total s 91 38.2% 10 4.2% t22 51.39 15 6.3X 238 100.0r
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offenders committed to the Department of youth ser-vices durinq this two-year
period. The predominant offense for whjch youths vtere cornmitted for status
offenses, however, was runnjng away. A little more than one-third (1/3) , 36.4'i,,
of the total samp'le population were runaways. A small percentage of the status
offenders, 7.6%, were committed for vjolatjon of curfew.
Refer to Table LXXVIIi
The analysis of the age and offense distrjbution of the criminal offenders
committed to the institutions and Evaluation Centersshown in Table LXXIX suggests
that more than one-third (1i3) of them,34.5%, were committed on larceny charges.
Breaking and enterjng accounted for t4.3% of the population while 11.3% were
committed for other thefts, and L0.I% for assault. Robbery accounted for 6.41.
of those criminal offenders sampled, drug abuse for 5.5% and burg'lary for
qo/-
It is interesting to note that 75% of the criminal offenders committed for
sex offenses were thirteen years of age or younger. For only one other offense,
breaking and entering, were there more pre-teens conrmitted. The greatest number
of criminal offenders were sixteen years of age; this holds true not only for
the total figures, but for each separate offense as well.
Refer to Table LXXIX
Table LXXX reflects the sunnary of the race, sex and offense distr.ibution
of status offenders. Almost half the students, 19 of the total 44, commjtted
as runaways were whjte females; only 9 were black females. These figures reflect
the findings reported in studjes of runaway teenagers in South Caroljna and the
nati on.
SUI',II,IARY
Table LXXVI I I
Status Offenders
Age and 0ffense Distribution
Aqe Incorriqible % Runaway % Truant % Violation of Curfew olTO
9
10
11
L2
13
14
15
16
5
5
12
11
100.0%
50.0%
22.3%
3t.2%
18.5%
34.3%
39.3%
0
0
1
4
3
7
l5
14
25.0%
44.4%
18.8%
25.9%
42.8%
50.0%
I
0
I
3
8
14
7
3
100.0%
2s.0%
33.3%
50.0%
51.8%
20.0%
t0.7%
3.8%
2.9%
I
I
4
9
16
27
35
28
0.89
0.8%
3.3%
7.4%
t3.2%
22.3%
30.0%
23.2%
Total s 38 31.4% 44 36.4% 37 30.6% 2 1.6% tzl 100.0%
SUM14ARY
Tabl e LXXIX
Criminal 0ffenders
Age and Offense Distribution
Age 9 Aqe 10 Aqe 11 Aqe 12 Aqe 13 Aqe 14 Aqe 15 Ase 16No. % No. % No. % No. % No. No. % Total
Assaul t
Auto Theft
B&E
Burgl ary
Disorderly Conduct
Drug Abuse
Drunk Driving
Drunkenness
Larceny
Mansl aughter
Poss. of Weapons
Robbery
Sex 0ffense
Vandal i sm
0ther
0
0
1 50.0%
l 50.0%
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
3
0
0
0
I
0
0
75.0/"
25.0%
0
I
3
I
0
0
0
0
0
0
I
0
0
I
0
t4.3%
14.3%
14.3%
42.8%
14.3U
0
I
4
I
0
0
0
0
6
0
0
0
0
1
0
46.2%
7.7%
7 .7%
30.7%
7 .7%',
5 18.5%
4 t4.8%
3 lL.tlt
0
r 3.7%
0
0
0
11 40.8%
0
0
0
? 7.4%
0
L 3.7%
4 10.81(
3 8.1%
4 10.8%
3 8,t%
n
? 5.4%
0
0
19 5t.4%
0
0
l 2.7%
0
I 2.7%
0
6 9.8%
7 LL.s%
8 r3.L%
2 3.3/,
I t.6%
4 6.6%
0
L t.6%
2L 34.6%
I 1.6%
1 t.6%
5 8.2%
L t.6%
2 3,3%
L t,6%
10. 3C
12.6%
t2.6%
5.7%
4.6%
8.0%
L.L%
t.M
25.3%
?.3%
2.3%
10. 3%
2.3%
L.t%
9
11
11
5
4
7
I
I
22
2
2
9
0
2
1
24 10.1U
27 17.3%
34 14.3%
t2 5.0%
6 2.5%
13 5.5%
L 0.4%
2 0.8%
82 34.5%
3 t.2%
4 1.7%
15 6.4%
4 1.7%
8 3.4%
3 t.2%
Total s 2 0.8% 4 t.6% 7 2.9% 13 s.6% 27 tt.3% 37 L5.6% 61 25.6% 87 %.6% 238 100.0U
a
oI
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These percentages are almost exactly reversed in the case of those status
offenders commi tted for i ncorri g'ib'i I i ty. The greater number , 1g of 3g, were
black females, while only 8 were r,rhite females. Black males were committed
less often for each of the four offenses, with the exception of truanc.y. Under
this categorY, more black males were committed than black females.
Refer to Table LXXX
The data in Table LXXXI suggests that more than one-third (1/3) of the
sample population of criminal offenders were committed for larceny; 34.5% of the
total were committed on larceny charges. The greater proportion of these were
black males who accounted for 44 of the total of 82. Breaking and entering,
the next most popular category was almost evenly divided between black males
and white males. Fifteen boys from each race were committed to the various
institut'ions on breaking and entering charges.
Refer to Table LXXXI
Table LXXXII analyzes the family configuration of status offenders. The
majority of status offenders, or 76.9,qj, came from family units in which one or
both natural parents were present. The remaining status offenders were fairly
equally distributed among the remaining four categories.
Refer to Table LXXXII
The data in Table LXXXIII reflects a similar pattern; however, a greater
proportion of criminal offenders came from family units in which one or both
natural parents were present. 0f the total of 238 students who were taken as
a sample population of criminal offenders,2OZ or 84.9i3, were living with thejr
natural parents or with one of their natural parents prior to incarceratjon.
0f the remaining students, B% were living w'ith relatjves prior to incarceration.
Refer to Table LXXXIII
SUMMARY
Table LXXX
Status 0ffenders
Race, Sex and 0ffense Distribution
.t
%
Vi ol ati onRace/Sex Incorriqible % Truant % of Curfew % .Totals %
Whi te/Mal e
l,lhi te/Femal e
Bl ack/t-lal e
Bl ack/Femal e
8 23.6%
8 20.5%
4 23.6%
18 58.19
13 38.2%
19 48.7%
3 17.6%
9 29.0%
13 38.?%
10 25.6%
10 58.8%
4 tz.g%
5.2%
34 28.r%
39 32.2%
t7 t4.t%
31 25.6%
Total s 38 3t.4% 44 %.4% 37 30.6% 2 6% Lzt 100.01
SUMMARY
Table LXXXI
Criminal 0ffenders
Race, Sex and 0ffense Distribution
0ffense Wlt'l % F%B/M%BlF% Total s %
Assaul t
Auto Theft
B&E
Burgl ary
Di sorderly Conduct
Drug Abuse
Drunk Driving
Drunkennes s
Larceny
l,lans I aughter
Possession of Weapons
Robbery
Sex 0ffense
Vandal i sm
0the r
6 6.6%
15 1,6.5%
15 L6.5%
2 2.2%
2 2.2%
11 tz.t%
I L.L%
T L.L%
29 3t.8%
2 2.2%
0
4 4.4%
0
2 2.?%
I T.L%
1 L0.0%
0
L n.0%
0
2 20.0%
2 20.0%
0
0
3 30.0%
0
0
I 10.0%
0
0
0
16 1,3.L%
L2 9.8%
15 L2.3%
9 7.4%
2 r.6%
0
0
L 0.8%
44 36.1%
r 0.8%
3 2.s%
9 7.4%
4 3.3%
5 4.r%
| 0.8%
L 6.6%
0
3 20.2%
L 6.6%
0
0
0
0
6 40.2%
0
L 6.6%
I 6.6%
0
t 6.6%
I 6.6%
24
27
34
L2
6
13
I
2
82
3
4
t0.L%
LL.3%
14.3'r
5.0%
2.5/"
5.5%
0.4%
0.8%
u.5%
r.2%
t.7%
6.4%
L.7%
3.4%
L.2%
15
4
I
3
Total s 9 38.2% | 10 4.?% | L22 5L.3% t15 6.3% 238 100.0%
SUMMARY
Table LXXXI I
Status Offenders
Family Configuration
r ,,, % B/r4 % }tF % Total s %
llatural Parents
One Parent
Mother/ Ste pfather
Fa ther/Stepmother
Rel ati ves
Guardian/Foster Home
16 33.3%
L2 26.7%
2 28.61[
2 40.0%
2 22.2%
0
16 33.3%
L4 3t.L%
2 28.6%
3 60.0%
I tL.z%
3 42.9%
7 14.6%
7 15.5%
1, r4.3%
0
2 22.2%
0
9 18.8%
L2 26.7%
2 28.6%
0
4 44.4%
4 57.L%
48
45
7
5
9
7
39.7%
37.2%
s.8%
4.17"
7 .4%
5.8't
Total s 34 28.L% 39 32.2% t7 r4.L% 31 25.6% 12L 100.07"
SUMMARY
Table LXXXI I I
Criminal Offenders
Family Configuration
Total s %
Natural Parents
One Parent
Mother/Stepfather
Father/Stepmother
Rel ati ves
Guardian/Foster Horp
Total s
46 44.7%
58 58.6%
4 44.4/"
0
11 57 ,9%
3 42.9%
6.8%
4.0%
22.3%
10.5%
7
4
z
0
2
0
103
99
9
I
l9
7
43.3%
4t.6%
3.8%
0.4%
8.0%
2.9%
100.0138.2% 4.2% t22 51.3%' 15 6.3%
48
30
3
I
5
4
46.6%
30. 3%
33.3%
100.0%
26.3%
57.t%
2
7
0
0
I
0
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The data in Table LXXXIV suggests that the majority of status offenders
confined in the institutions and evaluation centers had been placed at their
normal grade level or only one grade below the'ir normal grade level; of the
total sample population of status offenders, 69% were found in these two
categories. A s'ignificant number, 23.L%, were found to be two grades below
their normal grade level, while only 7.5% were more than two grades below thejr
normal grade level.
Very'little difference was seen between white females and black females
as far as grade placement in the first two categories. However, a slight
difference was evident between black males and white males in these statistics.
Black males were found to have been placed at their normal grade level more
often than wh'ites.
Refer to Table LXXXIV
Table LXXXV reflects the grade piacement levels of the criminal offenders
incarcerated in the inst'itutjons, and reveals some strikingly different statis-
tical infornntion. [,lhile criminal offenders aopeared to be a ljttle less
advanced in grade placement than the status offenders, the djstribut'ion betrveen
white and black is somewhat different. 0f the criminal offenders,0rly 62.z%
were found jn the first two categories--those bejng the normal grade level or
one grade be'low--as compared to the 69.4% of the status offenders who were jn
these same two categories. Black females represented 8% of those crirnjnal of-
fenders p'laced at their normal grade level, as compared to 6.1% represented by
white females. Black males accounted for over half of the criminal offenders
placed at thejr normal grade level. 0f the total of 99 students in thjs
category, 51.6% were black males as cornpared to 34.3ti rvhite males. A greater
percentage of the black males were found to be one grade below thejr normal
grade level , a'lso.
Refer to Table LXXXV
Grade Level l.l/M li.tF BIF Total s
SUMI,IARY
Table LXXXIV
Status 0ffenders
Grade Pl acement
B/M
Normal Grade Level
One Grade Below
Two Grades Bel ow
Three Grades Below
Four Grades Below
More Than Four Grades
Bel ow
Total s
14
9
7
?
I
1
29.8%
24.3%
25.0%
33.3%
50.0%
r00.0%
27.7%
37.8%
39.2%
t6.7%
17.0%
5.5%
t7.9%
L6.7%
50.0%
25.5%
32.4%
t7.9%
33.3%
13
14
11
I
0
8
2
5
1
1
t2
12
5
2
0
47
37
28
6
2
38.87"
30.6%
23.t%
5.01
t.7%
0.8%
100.0%34 28.t% 32.2/" t7 t4.t% 3l 25.6%
SUI4MARY
Table LXXXV
Criminal 0ffenders
Grade Pl acement
Total s 91 38.2% 6.3%4.2% L22 5t.3%
Grade Leve'l l{/M % wlF 70 B/t4 % B tals %
Normal Grade Level
One Grade Below
Two Grades Below
Three Grades Bel ow
Four Grades Below
More Than Four Grades
Bel ow
34 34.3%
16 32.7%
25 45.5%
L2 46.2%
2 40.0%
50.0%
6.t%
2.07"
s.s%
51 5t.6%
26 53.L%
26 47.2%
L4 53.9%
3 60.0%
50.0%
8.0%
L2.2%
t.8%
99
49
55
26
5
4
4t.67
?0.6%
23.L%
10.9%
2,1%
t.7%
238 100.02
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Table LXXXVI analyzes the socioeconomic distribution of the status offenders.
The majority of status offenders were from families whose total annual 'income
was betvreen $5,000 and $10,000. 0f the 121 status offenders who comorised the
sample population,58, or 47.9%, were from this m'iddle income group. Almost
one-thjrd (1/3), or 31 ,4% of the sample population, t{ere from the lower econom'ic
bracket.
More than half of the black males were in the lower economic bracket, while
only 17.6% of the white males were from thjs group. Fewer black females,45.2%
of the total black female sample of status offenders, were from the lowest
economic group.
The greater proportion of status offenders were from urban areas. More
than half of the black males, or 52.9%, were from urban homes, while an even
greater proportion of the black females, 7L%, vtere from urban areas. The rvhite
females represented in the sample populat'ion were fairly evenly distributed
among the three home locatjons. The white males tended to be from rura'l areas.
As reflected jn each of the separate'institutions, the majority of status
offenders were from families who did not receive welfare assistance. 0f those
who comprised the L5.7% who did receive welfare assistance, more than trvo-
thirds (2/3) were black.
Refer to Table LXXXVI
Table LXXXVII analyzes the socioeconomic distribution for the crim'inal
offenders confined in the institutions and Evaluation Centers of the S. C.
Department of Youth Serv'ices. The sumnary table reflects genera'l1y the sarne
findings that the analysis of status offenders revealed. Approximately one-
thjrd (l/3) of the crjrrtjnal offenders in the sample population rvere frorn the
SUMMARY
Tabl e LXXXVI
Status 0ffenders
Socioeconomic Distribution
Economi c Status
Under $5,000
$5,000 - $10,000
Over $10,000
Total s
Home Location
Urban
Rural
Suburban
Total s
l.lel fare Status
Yes
No
Total s
10
5
2
L7
58.8%
29.4%
LT.8%
t4.L%
52.9%
29.4%
L7.6%
L4.t%
47 .1%
52.9%
L4.L%
45.2%
4r.9%
L2.9%
25.6%
7L.0%
t2.9%
L6.L%
25.6%
22.6%
77 .4%
25.6'l
Total s
38
58
25
12L
31.47
47.9X
20.71
rc}.0/,
46.87"
28.9%
24.8%
100.0%
15.7%
84.3%
L00.0%
t4
13
4
31
9
5
3
L7
56
35
30
t2L
22
4
5
31
19
L02
LzT
7
24
31
B
9
t7
17.6%
58.8%
23.6%
28.t%
35.3%
4L.2%
23.5%
28.t%
s.9%
94.1%
28.t%
20.5%
5t.3%
28.2%
32.2%
13
L2
T4
39
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lower economic income bracket, receiving less than $5,000 annua11y. Sf ightly
fewer of the criminal offenders were from the mjddle bracket, the $5,000 to
$10,000 annual 'income group, than were the status offenders. Again, the black
students appeared to be from the lower economic jncome group.
The home locat'ion analysis shows that more of the criminal offenders were
from urban areas than from either of the other two. Criminal offenders tended
to be from suburban areas more often than did status offenders, however. This
category accounted for 32.3% of the criminal offenders in the sample population.
More than half of the black males, 52.4%, and two-thirds (2/3) of the black
females, 66.7%, were from urban areas. |.lhite females and white males tended
to be more often from suburban areas.
More criminal offenders are found in the welfare recipient category than
was the case with status offenders. A little over one-fourth (\) of the total
sample populat'ion, 26.5%, were from familjes who received welfare assistance.
Refer to Table LXXXVII
The summary tables for the analysis of prior commitments for both status
and criminal offenders do not jnclude students at the Reception and Evaluation
Center, since only students with no prior record of commitment were taken in
that sample.
Table LXXXVIII analyzes the prior commitment record of status offenders.
The great majority of the status offenders sampled in this study had no record
of prior conrnitment. 0f those students from the four instjtutions and the
Charleston Non-Residential Diagnostic Center, 8L.27; had no record of prior
corrnitment. 0f the 9 students who had been committed prior to their present
commitment,2/3 were female, 3 being whjte females and the other 3 being black
femal es .
SUMI4ARY
Table LXXXVI I
Criminal 0ffenders
Socioeconomi c Envi ronment
Economi c Status
Under $5,000
$5,000 - $10,000
Over $10,000
Total s
Home Location
Urban
Rural
Suburban
Total s
|'lel fare Status
Yes
No
Total s
20 22.0%42 46.2%29 3L.8%
91 38.2%
26
?3
42
91
28.6%
?5.3%
46.I%
38.2%
10 118l 89 0%0%
91 38.2%
2
6
2
10
20.0%
60.0%
20.0%
4.2%
3 30.0%2 20.0%5 50.0%
10 4.2%
2 20.0%8 80.0%
l0 4.2%
56 45.9%47 38.5%19 L5.6%
L22 5r.3%
67
29
29
L22
52.4%
23.8%
23.8%
5r.3%
47 38.5%7s 6L.s%
L22 51.3%
8 53.3/,6 40.0%L 6.7%
5 6.3%
10
4
1
15
66.7%
26.7%
6.6%
6.3%
4
11
15
26.7%
73.3%
6.3%
86
101
51
238
32.L%
42.4%
21.4%
100.02
103
58
77
43.3%
?4.4%
32.3%
100.0%238
63
t75
238
26.5%
73.5%
100.0u
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Status offenses--incorrigibility, running away, and violation of
curfew--accounted for 77.7% of the prior commitments. 0f the students who
had a record of prior commitment, S urere equally divided between incorrigibility
and runaways; the remaining student had a prior conviction for violation of
curfew.
Refer to Table LXXXVIII
The prior conmitment records for the criminal offenders are ana'lyzed in
Table LXXXIX. A greater percentage of the criminal offenders had a record of
prior commitment. The largest proportion of those students having been pre-
viously cornnitted to the Department of Youth Services were male. 0f the total
of 32 students with prior commitments, 12 were white males, 1.9 were black males,
and l was a b'lack fema'le. Status offenses, running away, truancy, and incor-
rigibility, accounted for 40.7% of the total prior commitments.
Refer to Table LXXXIX
SUMMARY
Table LXXXVI I I
Status Offenders
Prior Comnitment
(This Table does not include the Reception and Evaluation Center)
Prior Cornrni tment
Yes
No
Total s
Prior Offense
Incorri gi bl e
Runaway
Violation of
Total s
Curfew
t6.7%
83.3%
25.0%
100.0%
22.3%
2t.4%
78.6%
29.2%
33.3%
66.7%
33.3%
16.7%
83.3%
L2.5%
100.0%
It.t%
t8.8%
8t.2%
33.39
66.7%
33. 3%
33.3%
2
10
L2
0
2
0
2
3
11
14
I
2
0
3
I
5
6
1
0
0
I
3
13
16
2
0
1
3
tal s
9 18.8%39 81.2%
48 100.02
44.4%
44.4%
lL.2%
100.0%
4
4
I
9
SUI4MARY
Table LXXXIX
Criminal 0ffenders
Prior Commitment
(This Table does not include the. Reception and Evaluation Center)
%wlF%B/M%BlF% ol'12
Prior Commitment
Yes
No
Total s
Prior 0ffense
Auto Theft
B&E
Burgl ary
Incorri gi bl e
Larceny
Robbery
Runaway
Truancy
Total s
t2
30
42
28.6%
7L.4%
35.3%
L 8.3%3 25.0%2 16.8%I 8.3%L 8.3%
0I 8.3%3 25.0%
L2 37.5%
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
19
48
67
28.4%
7L.6%
0
2
I
5
8
1
2
0
19
t0.5%
5.3%
26.3%
42.r%
5.3%
L0.5%
59.4%
I
9
10
L0.0%
90.0%
8.4%
0
0
0
I
0
0
0
0
100.0%
3.r%
32
87
26.9'-/"
7 3 .17,
100 .03119
1
5
3
7
9
I
3
3
32
3.I'/,
15.67.
9.4'/"
21.97"
28.L'/"
3.t%
9.4%
9.4%
100.0%
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CONCLUS IONS
The majority of those students vrho go from the Recept'ion and Evaluation
Center to the agency's operating faciljties by way of the court are usually
criminal offenders. The exception to this is, of course, the Willor.r Lane
population where 63.6% of the girls are status offenders. 0f the total sampled
population of 358 taken for this study, only 27% are females. However, females
account for rnore than half,5B%, of those students committed as status offend-
ers. Fewer than 7% of the students comm'itted on crim'inal charges are females.
The summary tables suggest that there are some general characteristics
for both status and criminal offenders that hold true for institutional popu-
lations. It will be seen from these tables, for example, that status offenders
committed to the Department of Youth Services tend to be l5-year-old white
females, whereas criminal offenders found in the'institutions are more often
16-year-old black males. These figures vary, of course, accordjng to the
characteristics of the particular institution; i.e., there are no females at
John G. Richards or S. C. School for Boys, and few males at Willorv Lane-
Other differences between status and criminal offenders include charac-
teri sti cs of fami ly conf i gurati on and grade pl acement 'level s. A sl i ghtly h'igher
percentage of the crim'inal offenders, 43.3i'J, r,rere found to have come from un-
broken homes than had the status offenders, only 39.7% of whom were from this
category. It is interesting to note that more than half (te) of the crjminal
offenders from unbroken homes were black, whereas only one-third (1/3) of the
status offenders in this category were black. For both criminal and status
offenders, blacks came from foster" homes or relatives more often than did wh'ites.
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One finding of particular interest in this study is reflected in the grade
placennnt summary tables. Contrary to expectations, blacks were found to be
more advanced in grade placements than whites for both status and crjminal
offenders. As explained in the introduction, this table is designed to reflect
only the student's position in the grade structure of the school system. No
attempt was made in this study to ascertain the student's actual level of
educational development or function'ing. A future study is projected that
will attempt to evaluate the educational development of the students committed
to our institutions.
In order to develop alternatives to incarceration, it is necessary to
have an understanding of the popu'lation to be dealt with. The information
gathered in this study will be usefu1 in developing plans for removinq status
offenders from the institutional programs and for new Youth Bureau programs
to aid status offenders in the community.
